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BOOK  I. 


THE    DEFENCES  IN  DIVORCE  SUITS  AND  IN    SUITS  FOR 

DECLARING  THE  MARRIAGE  NULL. 


CHAPTER    I. 

PRELDIINABT  OBSRBVATIONS  RESPECTING  THE  SEVERAL  DEFENCES. 

§  1.  The  defences  to  be  considered  in  the  present  subdi- 
vision of  our  subject  are  those  only  which  are  of  a  general 
character.  Such  defences  as  pertain  merely  to  particular 
causes  of  divorce  or  of  nuUity  are  brought  under  examina- 
tion in  other  connections.  If  the  defence,  of  the  latter  class, 
is  one  relating  to  the  law  in  distinction  from  the  procedure, 
it  will  be  found  in  our  discussion  of  the  particular  cause, 
embraced  in  the  first  volume.  If  it  relates  to  the  procedure, 
it  will  be  found  in  its  corresponding  place  in  the  present 
volume. 

§  2.  The  defences  to  be  brought  under  review  in  the  pres- 
ent series  of  chapters  pertain,  for  the  most  part,  to  the  divorce 
suit,  not  to  the  suit  for  nullity.  Yet  the  defence  of  Lapse  of 
Time  and  of  Insincerity  attaches  itself  as  well  to  the  latter 
class  of  suits  as  to  the  former.  In  divorce  suits,  moreover, 
the  question  whether  there  was  a  marriage  valid  in  law  or 
not,  is,  as  we  shall  more  particularly  see  in  another  place,  al- 
w;ays  one  of  the  issues  presented  by  the  plaintiff,  to  be  con- 
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tested  by  the.defendant  if  he  likes ;  and,  in  such  contestation, 
the  samejrhalfer  may  be  tried  as  when  a  sait  is  brought 
directTy.  for  •nullity.  This  defensive  matter,  however,  is  not 
fo];*j5onsideration  in  the  present  connection.  Involving  the 
jfl^H^  questions  which  are  discussed  under  the  several  titles 
V«.elrh>raced  in  our  third  book  of  the  first  volume,  it  will  be 
.%>.*/  found  suflSciently  stated  there,  as  to  the  law;  while,  as  to 
the  procedure,  it  will  be  elucidated  in  its  more  appropriate 
places  in  the  present  volume. 

§  3.  There  are  likewise  various  questions  relating  to  the 
method  of  presenting  the  defence^  discussed  in  the  present 
series  of  chapters,  not  to  be  entered  upon  here.  Yet  we  shall 
in  these  chapters  consider  as  well  the  evidence  which  estab- 
lishes the  defences,  as  the  law.  This  mingling  pf  law  and 
evidence  in  the  same  chapter  does  not  accord  with  the  method 
pursued  in  other  parts  of  these  volumes,  but  it  is  convenient 
as  applied  in  this  particular  instance.  It  would  be  satisfac- 
tory could  we  always  so  order  the  course  of  discussion  upon 
legal  subjects  as  to  fail  in  no  instance  to  cause  the  theoret- 
ical and  practical,  the  inner  beauty  and  the  outward  reality, 
to  blend.  But  until  those  higher  harmonies  which  poets 
dream  of  shall  pervade  each  thing  of  use  in  this  lower  world 
of  ours,  men  must  be  content  to  adapt  themselves  somewhat 
to  circumstances ;  and  even,  if  they  are  lawyers,  to  read, 
though  they  might  be  unwilling  to  write,  law  books  wherein 
the  practical  unfoldings  of  doctrine  shall  not  quite  chime 
with  the  upper  bells  which  summon  archangels  to  their  feasts 
of  beauty.  Happy  would  the  writer  be,  if,  in  one  legal 
treatise,  he  could  present  perfect  beauty  and  perfect  truth 
together,  robed  in  the  garments  which  celestials  wear,  just 
fitted  to  meet  the  peltings  of  our  earthly  hail  and  snow,  and 
bearing  the  exact  likeness  to  a  judge  on  the  bench,  and  a 
foreman  of  a  jury  rendering  a  verdict ! 
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CHAPTER    II. 

OOKNIYANCB. 

SsoT.  4.  IntrodnctioD. 

5-12.  The  Law.    * 

IB.  DiBtmotion  between  the  Law  and  the  ETidenoe. 

14-27.  The  Evidence. 

§  4.  Wb  shall  in  the  present  chapter  consider,  in  respect 
to  this  matter  of  connivance,  I.  The  Law ;  II.  The  Distinc- 
tion between  the  Law  and  the  Evidence ;  III.  The  Evidence. 
The  pleading  and  practice  will  come  up  for  discussion  in 
other  parts  of  this  volume. 


I.     !Z%e  Law. 

§  5  [332].  Connivance  is  the  corrupt  consent  of  a  party  to 
the  conduct  in  the  other  party  whereof  he  afterward  com- 
plains. It  bars  the  right  of  divorce,  because  no  injury  was 
received ;  for  what  a  man  has  consented  to,  he  cannot  say 
was  an  injury.  '<  In  that  case,"  observes  Lord  Stowell,  <<  the 
general  rule  of  law  comes  in,  that  volenti  non  fit  injuria^  no 
injury  has  been  done,  and  therefore  there  is  nothing  to  re- 
dress."  ^  While  this  defence  is  available  in  bJI  divorce  causes. 


^  Poreter  v.  Fonter,  1  Hag.  Ck>n.  144,  4  Eng.  Ec.  858,  3G0 ;  Rogers  o.  Rogers, 
8  Hag.  Ec.  57,  5  Eng.  Ec.  18, 14  ;  Anichini  v,  Anicbioi,  2  Cart.  Ec.  210,  7  Eng. 
Sc.  85,  86 ;  Pierce  v.  Pierce,  8  Pick.  299 ;  Reeyee  v.Reeyes,  2  Phillim.  125, 1  Eng. 
Sc.  208;  Moonom  9.  Moorsom,  3  Hag.  Ec.  87,  5  Eng.  Ec.  28 ;  Harris  v.  Harris, 
S  Hag.  Ec  876,  414,  2  Eng.  Ec  160, 178 ;  Clowes  v.  Qowes,  9  Jar.  856 ;  Barker 
9.  Barker,  2  Add.  Ec  285,  2  Eng.  Ec  807 ;  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  1  Robertson,  144. 
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those  in  which  it  has  most  frequently  arisen,  are  suits  for 
adultery. 

§  6  [333].  Evidently  connivance  is  a  thing  of  the  intent, 
resting  in  the  mind.  It  is  a  corrupt  consenting.  Errors  or 
imprudences  coming  short  of  this,  however  fatal  in  their  con- 
sequences, are  not  connivance.  '<  Different  men  have  different 
degrees  of  judgment,  and  judge  differently ;  nor  are  we  to 
judge  by  the^event  A  court  of  justice  must  look  qtu)  animo 
the  step  is  taken."  ^  But  the  connivance  may  be  a  passive 
permitting  of  the  adultery  or  other  misconduct,  as  well  as  an 
active  procuring  of  its  commission.  If  the  mind  consents, 
that  is  connivance.^ 

§  7  [334].  A  query  was  indeed  suggested  by  Dr.  Lushing- 
ton,  in  1829,  whether,  in  a  suit  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of 
adultery,  something  short  of  this  concurrence  of  the  will  may 
not  bar  the  plaintifPs  remedy.  His  words  were :  "  What 
degree  of  neglect,  however  culpable,  short  of  an  actual  and 
voluntary  exposure  of  the  wife  to  the  seduction  of  the  adul- 
terer, would  be  sufficient,  in  order  to  bar  a  suit  for  divorce 
by  reason  of  adultery,  is  nowhere  laid  down,  at  least  with 
that  distinctness  and  precision  which  would  furnish  a  safe 
guide  for  the  court  to  act  upon.  The  court  certainly  does 
not  recollect  any  case  of  the  kind ;  but  it  can  conceive,  that 
a  case  might  arise  of  such  wilful  neglect,  or  rather  exposure, 
as  might,  without  proving  actual  connivance,  possibly  bar 


^  Hoar  V,  Hoar,  3  Hag.  Ec.  187,  5  Bug.  Ec.  51,  53,  bj  Lord  Stowell ;  MoorBom 
V.  Moorsom,  3  Hag.  Ec.  87,  5  Eng.  Ec.  28 ;  Tartoo  v.  Tarton,  3  Hag.  Ec.  338,  5 
Eog.  Ec.  130,  136. 

'  Moorsom  v.  MooTBom,  8  Hag.  Ec.  87,  5  Eng.  Ec.  28 ;  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  8 
Hag.  Ec.  57,  59,  5  Eng.  Ec.  13,  15 ;  Walker  v.  Walker,  cited  3  Hag.  Ec  59,  5 
Eng.  Ec.  15;  Rix  v,  Rix,  3  Hag.  Ec.  74,  5  Eng.  Ec.  21 ;  2  Greenl.  Et.  f  51.  And 
see  the  Inminoas  judgment  of  Sir  Herbert  Jenner  Fast,  in  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  10 
Jnr.  829,  where  this  whole  sabject  of  connivance  is  discossed,  and  the  authorities 
are  cited  and  reviewed.  The  principle  deduced  by  the  court,  as  applicable  to  the 
case  then  under  consideration,  is,  "  that,  where  there  is  no  corrupt  intention  proTed 
on  the  part  of  the  husband,  he  is  not  debarred  from  the  remedy."  See  also  a.  o. 
decided  in  the  court  below,  by  Dr.  Lushington,  1  Robertson,  144. 
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the  hnsbaiid  of  all  remedy  by  a  divorce.  A  husband  might 
introdace  his  wife  to  society  so  abandoned,  and  expose  her 
to  risks  so  great,  as  to  render  a  deviation  from  the  paths  of 
chastity  the  most  probable,  if  not  the  necessary,  consequence. 
Under  such  circumstances  perhaps,  the  court  would  not  wait 
for  proof  of  actual  connivance  on  the  part  of  the  husband, 
but  would  hold  him  to  the  consequences  of  his  own  conduct, 
where  the  adulterous  connection  arose  from  the  society  and 
temptations  to  which  he  had  introduced  his  wife."^  Yet  the 
principle  on  which  such  a  husband  would  be  deemed  respon- 
sible, if  at  all,  in  the  case  suggested,  is  doubtless  that  he  must 
be  presumed  to  have  intended  the  natural  consequences  of 
his  own  conduct.^  If  one  should  ignorantly  place  his  wife 
in  circumstances  of  temptation,  it  would  be  contrary  to  the 
spirit  of  the  authorities,  contrary  to  justice  also,  to  hold,  that 
the  mistake  bars  him  of  his  remedy,  on  her  voluntarily  yield- 
ing to  the  temptation.'  This  evidently  is  likewise  the  later 
opinion  of  this  learned  judge  himself,  as  to  what  the  law  is, 
perhaps  not  as  to  what  it  should  be.^ 

§  8  [335].  The  same  learned  judge,  thirteen  years  after 
deciding  the  case  from  which  the  foregoing  extract  has  been 
made,  said  :  *<  If  adultery  is  charged  against  a  wife,  if  counter- 
adultery  cannot  be  proved,  nothing  can  bar  a  sentence  for 


1  Harris  v.  Hams,  2  Hag.  £c.  876,  4  Eng.  Ec.  160,  178.  And  see  Barber  v. 
Barber,  14  Law  Reporter,  375,  a  Coonecticat  caae,  in  which  similar  language  is 
employed  by  Church,  C.  J.  In  actions  for  criminal  conversation,  the  doctrine 
of  the  common  law  is,  that,  if  the  husband  consents  to  his  wife's  adultery,  the 
eonsent  bars  his  action ;  if  he  is  only  negligent,  this  goes  merely  in  reduction  of 
damages.    Dnberley  v.  Gunning,  4  T.  B.  651,  657.    See  Beere  Dom.  Bel.  64. 

'  "  In  aU  this  I  do  not  say,  that  the  husband  intended  the  ruin  of  his  wife,  and 
was  looking  for  a  divorce  as  the  consequence ;  but,  if  the  legal  presumption  be 
iqpplied  tiiat  every  man  is  presumed  to  intend  the  legitimate  consequence  of  his 
deliberate  acts,  such  a  conjecture  is  not  unreasonable."^  In  this  case  the  plaintiff 
was  held  to  be  barred  of  his  remedy.  Barber  v.  Barber,  supra.  And  see  post,  \  21 ; 
1  Bishop  Grim.  Law,  f  248,  518,  514. 

'  See  Moorsom  v.  Moorsom,  8  Hag.  £c.  87,  5  Eng.  Ec.  28 ;  Hoar  v.  Hoar, 
8  Hag.  Ec.  137,  5  Eng.  Ec.  51 ;  Burgess  v.  Bnigess,  2  Hag.  Con.  228,  4  Eng. 
Be  527. 

*  Post,  4  8;  Phillipe  v.  Phillips,  1  Bobertson,  144. 
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separation  but  connivance  on  the  part  of  the  husband ;  cruelty 
will  not  be  a  bar,  neither  will  malicious  desertion :  although 
such  conduct  will  have  a  tendency  to  cause  the  wife  to  com- 
mit adultery,  it  is  clearly  established  that  it  is  no  defence  to 
the  husband's  suit  Although  I  have  some  doubt  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  doctrine  on  this  point,  I  have  felt  myself  com- 
pelled to  act  on  it ;  indeed  I  did  act  on  it  in  a  recent  case  of 
Morgan  v.  Morgan."  *  And  he  therefore  held,  in  a  husband's 
suit  for  adultery,  that  a  defensive  charge  of  cruelty,  not 
admissible  in  England  on  general  principles,^  was  not  ren- 
dered so  by  the  averment  of  the  cruelty  having  been  inflicted 
to  get  rid  of  the  wife,  by  driving  her  to  the  commission  of 
adultery.  But  he  added :  "  There  •  may  by  possibility  be 
cases  where  cruelty  on  the  part  of  the  husband  may  directly 
lead  up  to  the  wife's  adultery ;  I  say  nothing  upon  such  a 
case."  ® 

§  9  [336].  When  a  husband  suspects  his  wife  of  infidelity 
to  his  bed,  he  may  watch  her,  and  even  leave  opportunities 
open  for  her,  in  order  to  obtain  proof  of  her  guilt ;  but,  for 
this  purpose,  he  must  neither  lay  temptations  in  her  way, 
nor  provide  the  opportunities.  ^  It  is  true,"  remarks  Lord 
Stowell,  "  a  husband  is  not  barred  by  a  mere  permission  of 
opportunity  for  adultery ;  nor  is  it  every  degree  of  inatten- 
tion on  his  part  which  will  deprive  him  of  relief ;  but  it  is 
one  thing  to  permit,  and  another  to  invite ;  he  is  perfectly  at 
liberty  to  let  the  licentiousness  of  the  wife  take  its  full  scope ; 
but  that  he  is  to  contrive  the  meeting,  that  he  is  to  invite  the 
adulterer,  then  to  decamp  and  give  him  the  opportunity,  I 
do  Dhink  amounts  to  legal  prostitution."  ^     If  therefore  a  man 


1  Morgan  v.  Bfoigaa,  2  Cart.  Ec.  679,  686,  7  Eng.  Ec  258.  And  see  poBt,  ^ 
19,  20. 

*  PoBt,  S  80. 

*  Dillon  V.  Dillon,  3  Curt.  Ec.  86,  7  Eng.  Ec  877,  881.  And  see  the  opinion 
of  the  8ame  jadge  in  PhillipB  v.  Phillips,  1  Robertson,  144;  s.  o.  in  the  Arches 
Ck>art,  10  Jar.  829. 

*  Timmings  v.  Timmings,  8  Hag.  Ec.  76,  5  Eng.  Ec.  22,  25 ;  Pierce  p.  Pierce, 
3  Pick.  299 ;  Reeres  v.  Beeyes,  2  Phillim.  126, 1  Eng  Ec.  208 ;  Clowes  v,  Clowes, 
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thus  lesds  his  wife  into  adultery,  he  cannot  have  a  divorce 
firom  her  becanse  of  her  having  followed. 

\  10  [337].  There  is  a  doctrine  going  still  further ;  name- 
ly, that,  if  a  man  connives  at  one  act  of  adultery  committed 
by  his  wife,  he  cannot  have  a  divorce  from  her  though  after- 
ward she  commits  other  acts  of  adultery  with  the  same  or 
another  pariiceps  criminis.  This  doctrine,  as  a  general  one, 
is  very  just ;  still,  in  reason,  it  should  not  be  carried  to  all 
lengths,  because  thus  a  man  would  be  forever  barred  of  all 
hope,  though  he  should  repent  Of  his  wrong,  and  strive  to 
win  his  wife  to  repentance  also.  Where  the  woman  under- 
takes to  defend  herself  against  her  husband's  suit  for  divorce, 
grounded  on  such  her  subsequent  adultery,  by  relying  on  his 
connivance  in  a  former  instance,  with  a  different  person,  she 
must  prove  the  former  adultery;  since  connivance  in  law 
attaches  not  on  the  one  side,  unless  the  legal  guilt  of  adul- 
tery is  incurred  on  the  other,  though  in  foro  canscientuB  it 
may  be  otherwise.^ 

§  11  [338].  In  an  English  case,  decided  by  Sir  William 
Wynne  in  1795,  it  was  held,  that  the  husband  proceeding 
against  his  wife  for  gross  adultery  committed  five  years  after 
the  parties  had  separated,  resulting  in  the  birth  of  children 
baptized  in  the  husband's  name,  was  not  barred,  though,  be- 
fore the  separation,  he  had  connived  at  adultery  by  her  with 
persons  other  than  the  one  with  whom  her  later  adultery  was 
committed.^    But  when  this  husband  brought  his  suit  in  the 


9  Jar.  356 ;  Braj  o.  Bray,  2  Halst.  Ch.  628.  Dr.  Lnshington  sajt,  that  the  ex- 
prMrion  of  Lord  Stowell,  in  the  text,  must  be  uaderstood  to  mean  no  more  thaa 
that  a  hiuband,  stupeeting  hiB  wife  of  adultery,  is  at  liberty  to  remtUn  quiet,  and  to 
watch  her,  for  the  purpose  of  detecting  her  adultery ;  but,  if  be  is  once  in  possession 
of  a  hct  of  adultery,  and  still  continues  his  cohabitation,  it  proves,  as  Lord  StoweU 
had  also  observed,  connivance,  collusion,  and  facility.  Phillips  v,  Phillips,  1  Rob- 
ertson, 144,  158. 

^  Stone  V.  Stone,  3  Notes  Cas.  278, 306,  307,  1  Bobertson,  99.  There  must  be 
consent  with  kiipwledge  of  the  adultery.  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  1  Bobertson,  144. 
And  poet,  \  11. 

s  Hodges  p.  Hodgee>-3  Hag.  Ec.  118,  5  Eng.  £c.  42. 
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common  law  court  against  the  adulterer  for  the  criminal  con- 
versation, Lord  Kenyon  ruled,  that  "  his  having  suffered  such 
connections  with  other  men  was  equally  a  bar  to  the  action 
as  if  he  had  permitted  the  present  defendant  to  be  connected 
with  her."^  And  Dr.  Lushington,  in  a  subsequent  divorce 
case,  permitted  the  wife  to  plead  connivance,  under  similar 
circumstances,  observing  of  the  before-mentioned  suit  for 
divorce :  "  It  is,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  belief,  the 
only  case  which  upholds  that  doctrine;  and,  although  the 
case  has  been  cited  by  judges  for  ottier  purposes,  it  has 
never  been  relied  upon  for  the  main  question,  namely,  that 
the  husband  may  connive  at  the  adultery  of  his  wife  with 
one  man,  and  at  a  subsequent  period  obttiin  a  divorce  in 
these  courts  for  her  adultery  with  another.  Such  a  doctrine, 
resting  upon  a  single  case,  however  high  the  authority,  most 
unquestionably  I  will  not  follow.  I  have  had  occasion  to 
make  the  observation  before,  that  I  never  can  think  that  a 
man  who  had  been  so  forgetful  of  his  own  duties,  moral  and 
religious,  toward  his  wife,  and  of  edl  feelings  of  honor  as  a 
gentleman,  as  to  connive  at  his  own  disgrace,  by  being  a 
party  to  her  adultery  with  one  man,  can  come  to  a  court  of 
justice  with  clean  hands,  and  seek  a  separation  for  the  subse- 
quent conduct  of  his  wife,  to  whose  guilt  he  had  been,  as  it 
were,  foster-father.  So  far  as  this  principle  is  concerned,  I 
have  no  hesitation,  therefore,  in  saying,  that  I  will  not  be  de- 
terred by  the  decision  of  Hodges  v.  Hodges,  from  allowing 
the  wife  in  this  case  to  plead  facts  sufficient  in  law  to  prove, 
if  she  can,  that  Mr.  Stone  did  connive  with  Mr.  H.  during 
the  cohabitation."^  So,  in  a  much  earlier  case,  where  the 
wife  made  no  defence  to  the  suit.  Lord  Stowell  dismissed  it, 
on  the  ground,  that,  though  the  adultery  alleged  was  clearly 
proved,  yet  the  husband  was  shown  also  to  have  connived  at 
another  adulterous  act,  nearly  contemporaneously  committed, 
with  another  person.    <^  The  Ecclesiastical  Court,"  he  said, 


1  Hodges  V.  Windham,  Feake,  89. 

>  Stone  9.  Stone,  3  Kotee  Out.  278,  282,  1  Bobertson,  99.    See  lemaxk  of  Sir 
John  Klchell,  in  Bogen  v.  Bogen,  3  Hag.  Ec.  57,  6  £ng.  Ec.  18,  20. 
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*^reqaires  two  things,  —  that  a  man  shall  come  with  pure 
hands  himself,  and  shall  have  exacted  a  due  purity  on  the 
part  of  his  wife ;  and,  if  he  has  relaxed  with  one  man,  he 
has  no  right  to  complain  of  another."  ^ 

§  12  [338  a].  Plainly  the  views  of  Dr.  Lushington  and  of 
Lord  Stowell,  as  expressed  in  the  extracts  given  in  the  last 
section,  are  correct  in  morals  and  in  law,  as  general  propo- 
sitions, and  as  applied  to  the  cases  then  before  them.  Yet 
few  general  propositions  are  found  to  be  so  exact,  and  at  the 
same  time  so  broad,  as  to  meet  even  the  legal  justice,  more 
especially  therefore  the  moral  and  social  justice,  of  every  case 
possible  to  arise  in  the  future. 


II.    The  Distinction  between  the  Law  and  the  Evidence. 

§  13.  We  have  no  decisions  laying  down  the  rule  where- 
by the  law  and  the  evidence  are  to  be  separated  from  one 
another  in  these  cases,  when  the  issue  is  tried  before  a  jury, 
and  the  judge  passes  upon  the  law  and  the  jury  upon  the 
evidence.  But  it  is  plain,  that,  as  matter  of  legal  principle, 
the  judge  is  to  instruct  the  jury  to  consider  whether,  in  real 
truth,  provided  the  pleadings  are  so  drawn  as  fuUy  to  meet 
the  case,  the  party  accused  of  connivance  desired  the  offence 
should  be  committed,  either  the  particular  offence  or  the  cor- 
responding offence  with  a  person  other  than  the  present  por- 
ticeps  criminis ;  and  whether,  so  desiring,  he  did  any  act  or 
spake  any  word  to  promote  its  commission,  or,  in  short,  in 
any  way  by  will  or  conduct  contributed  to  the  result.  Such 
general  principles  of  law  might  also  be  presented  to  the 
attention  of  the  jury,  if  the  facts  required,  as  that  a  party 
shall  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  controlling  proof,  to  in- 
tend any  result  which  his  own  conduct  is  calculated  to  pro- 
duce ;  and  the  like.  What  further,  therefore,  is  to  be  said  in 
this  chapter  will  find  place  under  the  general  sub-title  of — 

T 

1  Lorering  v,  Loyering,  3  Hmg.  Sc.  S6,  5  Eng.  Be.  27,  28. 
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IIL    The  Evidence. 

§  14  [339].  Recollecting  that  connivance  is  in  essence  the 
corrupt  intent  of  the  mind,  without  which  intent  it  cannot 
exist,^  let  us  first  notice  a  distinction  between  connivance 
and  condonation,  which  latter  leads  to  the  same  legal  con- 
sequence. There  may  be  condonation  without  blame,  while 
connivance  necessarily  implies  guilt ;  therefore  to  establish 
connivance,  it  requires  evidence  more  grave  and  conclusive 
than  to  establish  condonation.^  The  burden  of  proof  is,  of 
course,  on  the  party  setting  up  the  connivance ;  and  the 
testimony  must  be  strongly  inculpatory,^  admitting  of  no 
dispute.^  In  the  language  of  Sir  John  NichoU,  ''it  cannot 
readily  be  presumed  that  any  husband  would  act  so  contrary 
to  the  general  feelings  of  mankind,  as  to  be  a  consentient 
party  to  his  own  dishonor."  ^  Yet  a  rule  of  evidence,  similar 
to  the  familiar  one  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  adultery 
in  time  and  place,^  applies  her^ ;  namely,  that  a  specific  act 
of  conniving  at  a  specific  act  of  adultery  need  not  be  shown, 
but  general  connivance  is  sufficient.^  Indeed  this  last  propo- 
sition flows  necessarily  from  the  doctrine  before  discussed,^ 
that  connivance  at  one  act  and  with  one  man  is  legally  equiv- 
alent to  connivance  at  every  subsequent  act  with  all  men. 

§  15  [340].   The'  proof  of  connivance,  when  especially  of 


1  Ante,  4  6. 

s  Tarton  v,  Tnrton,  3  Hag.  Ec.  338, 850,  6  Bug.  Ec.  130, 136. 

•  Croft  V.  Croft,  3  Hag.  Ec.  310,  5  Eng.  Ec.  120,  121 ;  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  1 
Robertson,  144. 

«  Tarton  v.  Tarton,  sapra ;  Rix  v.  Kix,  3  Hag.  Ec.  74,  5  Eng.  Ec.  21 ;  Phillips 
V.  Phillips,  1  Robertson,  144, 156. 

'  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  3  Hag.  Ec.  57,  6  Eng.  Ec.  13,  16. 

>  Caton  V,  Caton,  13  Jnr.  431,  432. 

7  Moorsom  v.  Moorsom,  3  Hag.  Ec.  87,  5  Eng.  Ec.  28.  Bat  see  Phillips  v. 
Phillips,.l  Robertson,  144,  162. 

>  Ante,  S  10-12. 
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the  merely  consenting  kind,^  is  seldom  direct ;  but  the  facts, 
like  others  resting  on  circumstantial  evidence,  are  established 
by  a  Yariety  of  attendant  facts,  often  trifling  in  themselves, 
yet  convincing  in  combination.^  If  the  combined  attendant 
facts  are  equivocal,  not  necessarily  showing  a  guilty  intent  to 
connive,  whatever  other  error  or  weakness  they  indicate,  th^y 
are  insufficient;  f6r  such  intent  must  be  proved,  not  left  to 
conjecture.^  In  the  language  of  Sir  Herbert  Jenner  Fust, 
also,  ^^  what  amounts  to  proof  of  actual  knowledge  and  con- 
currence is  a  question  which  depends  upon  the  circumstances 
of  each  case ;  but,  without  intentional  concurrence  or  corrupt 
connivance,  there  is  no  bar."  ^  So,  in  examining  the  authori- 
ties, the  words  of  the  courts  should  be  considered  as  used  in 
respect  to  thcf  particular  cases  under  discussion,  else  misap- 
prehension will  arise.^ 

§  16  [341].  In  deciding  in  one  case,  whether  a  husband 
had  connived  at  his  wife's  adultery,  as  alleged  by  her  in  an- 
swer to  his  prayer  for  divorce.  Dr.  Lushington  pursued  the 
following  order  :  1st,  What  acts  were  done  by  the  wife.  2d, 
What  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  husband.  3d,  What 
might  reasonably  have  come  to  his  knowledge ;  or,  in  other 
words,  supposing  reason  for  inquiry  existed,  what  might  with 
ease  have  been  discovered.  4th,  What  the  husband  did  do, 
and  what  he  did  not  do.^  This  method  was  a  good  one  in 
the  particular  case,  and  undoubtedly  it  will  hereafter  be  found 
adapted  to  other  cases.  But  no  worn  road  of  travel  is  laid 
through  ail  the  field  of  the  future,  to  be  pursued  uniformly 
to  the  disregard  of  ways  discernible  in  the  particular  in- 
stances. 


1  Ante,  ^  6. 

*  Mooraom  v.  Moonom,  3  Hag.  Ec.  87,  5  Eng.  Ec.  28 ;  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  3 
Hag.  Ec.  57,  6  Eng.  Ec.  13,  15. 

'  Phillips  17.  Phillips,  1  Robertson,  144,  157, 158.    Bat  see  ante,  4  7  and  note. 

*  Phillips  V.  PhilUps,  10  Jar.  829,  832. 

*  Phillips  V.  Phillips,  1  Robertson,  144, 156 ;  Vol.  L  f  68. 

*  Phillips  V.  Phillips,  1  Robertson,  144 ;  s.  o.  in  Arches  Conrt,  10  Jar.  829,  4 
Kotes  Caa.  523;  affirmed  by  Jad.  Com.  of  Privy  Coondl,  Jane  29, 1847. 
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§  17  [342].  To  estimate  properly  the  evidence  tending  to 
establish  connivance,  we  must  sometimes  consider  the  rela- 
tive situation  and  duties  of  husband  and  wife.  The  law  im- 
poses on  the  husband  the  obligation  to  watch  over  the  morals 
of  his  wife ;  and  protect  her  against  associations  which  might 
expose  to  hazard  her  purity,  or,  by  lowering  her  standard  of 
virtue,  prepare  the  way  for  the  approaches  of  the  seducer.' 
While,  therefore,  his  want  of  attention  to  her  selection  of 
associates,  to  her  morals,  and  her  conduct  in  other  respects, 
or  even  his  introducing  the  paramour  to  her,  is  not  of  itself 
connivance^  it  may  be  strong,  sometimes  satisfactory,  evi- 
dence of  it.* 

§  18  [342].  But  the  wife  is  said  not  to  be  the  guardian,  to 
the  same  extent,  of  her  husband;  and,  though  connivance 
may  be  established  against  her,  by  circumstantial  as  well  as 
by  direct  proof,  yet  it  is  not  always  inferred  from  facts  which 
would  be  ample  were  the  parties  reversed.®  Therefore  where 
the  husband  had  committed  adultery  with  his  wife's  sister, 


^  Hanris  v.  Harris,  2  Hag.  £c.  376,  4  Eng.  Ec.  160,  177 ;  Hamerton  v.  Hamer- 
ton,  2  Hag.  Ec.  8,  4  Eng.  Ec.  13,  15.  In  Crewe  t;.  Crewe,  3  Hag.  Ec.  137,  5  Eng. 
Ec.  45,  50,  Lord  Stoweil  said :  "  The  general  mode  in  which  these  parties  lived  to- 
gether is  extraordinary,  and  not  unimportant.  There  was  no  formal  separation, 
yet  as  much  estrangement  as  can  well  consist  with  the  marriage  state.  She  is  al- 
lowed to  go  to  Bath,  to  Brighton,  and  to  other  pablic  places,  withoat  the  husband 
being  there  for  more  than  a  night  or  two ;  the  court  cannot  compel  the  husband, 
even  if  he  has  no  office  nor  profession  that  prevents  him,  to  be  constantly  with  his 
wife ;  but  every  man  must  observe,  that  this  husband  did  not  give  his  wife  the 
benefit  of  his  care.  I  do  not  say  that  the  husband  is  to  dog  his  wife  at  every  step 
with  sullen  and  gloomy  suspicion ;  but  the  protection  and  comfort  of  his  society 
are  to  be  afibrded  to  a  person  so  closely  connected  with  him,  and  in  whose  conduct 
his  happiness,  as  well  as  her  own,  is  involved."  And  see  Foynter  Mar.  &  Div. 
1^8,  229. 

>  Bix  V.  Rix,  3  Hag.  Ec.  74,  5  Eng.  Ec.  21 ;  Gilpin  v.  Gilpin,  3  Hag.  Ec.  150,  ft 
Eng.  Ec.  58 ;  Mooisom  t».  Moorsom,  3  Hag.  Ec.  87,  5  Eng.  Ec.  28 ;  Stone  v. 
Stone,  3  Notes  Cas.  278,  308,  309,  1  Robertson,  99,  101 ;  Biichelson  v.  Michelson, 
3  Hag.  Ec.  147,  5  Eng.  Ec.  56 ;  Crewe  v.  Crewe,  3  Hag.  Ec.  123, 5  Eng.  Ec.  45 ; 
Dillon  V.  Dillon,  3  Curt  Ec.  86,  7  Eng.  Ec.  377  ;  Graves  v.  Graves,  3  Curt.  Ec. 
235,  7  Eng.  Ec.  425 ;  and  Hoar  v.  Hoar,  3  Hag.  Ec.  137,  5  Eng.  Ec  51. 

'  Foynter  Mar.  &  Div.  231,  and  Buding  o.  Bnding,  ib.  note ;  Angle  v.  Angle,  12 
Jur.  525. 
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CHAP.  11.]  COinaVANCB.  §  19 

and  it  had  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  wife  ;  who,  after- 
ivard,  for  particular  reasons,  permitted  this  sister  to  accom- 
pany her  and  her  husband  to  India,  and  to  live  in  the  same 
house  with  them  ;  she  was  held,  under  the  peculiar,  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  not  barred  of  her  remedy  for  his  subse- 
quent adultery  with  this  sister.  Though  her  conduct  was 
deemed  imprudent,  it  was  thought  not  necessarily  to  proceed 
from  an  evil  intent.^  And  Dr.  Lushington  once  refused  to 
infer  connivance  against  the  wife ;  though,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  decision,  he  assumed  that  she  had  voluntarily  cohabited 
with  her  husband  in  harmony  a  year,  and  afterward  had  for- 
. borne  to  bring  her  suit  for  eight  years,  during  all  which  time 
she  had  knowledge  of  the  adultery,*  —  conduct  abundantly 
sufficient  to  bar  the  husband,  were  the  parties  reversed.^ 

§  19  [343].  Mere  coolness  by  the  husband,  and -his  inat- 
tention to  the  comforts  of  the  wife,  seem  not  to  be  even  ad- 
missible in  evidence,  as  sustaining  the  charge  against  him  of 
having  connived  at  her  adultery.*  And,  observes  Dr  Lush- 
ington :  "  I  know  of  no  authority  for  saying,  that  coarse  and 
even  brutal  behavior,  obscene  and  disgusting  language,  entire 
disregard  of  decorum,  will  alone  constitute  connivance.  'Such 
conduct  is  indeed  most  degrading  to  a  gentleman,  and  offen- 
sive to  all  good  feeling ;  but  it  does  not  necessarily,  either  de 
facto,  or  by  intendment  of  law,  prove  that  the  husband  ac- 
quiesced in  his  wife's  adultery.  Eyen  cruelty  and  desertion, 
though  tending  to  induce  the  wife  to  disregard  her  own 
duties,  are  not  connivance.  Facts,  to  constitute  connivance, 
must  have  a  direct  and  necessary  tendency  to  cause  adultery 
to  be  committed  or  continued."  ^  Thus  where,  in  Connecti- 
cut, a  husband  instituted  his  suit  for  divorce  by  reason  of  his 
wife's  adultery,  to  which  suit  she  set  up  in  defence  that  the 


^  Tarton  v.  Tarton,  3  Hag.  £c.  338,  5  Eng.  Ec.  130.  The  court  in  this  case 
intimated,  that,  eren  if  connivance  had  been  proved,  the  wife  might  not  be  barred 
tbefeby,  because  the  adnltery  was  incestnoas. 

*  Angle  V.  Angle,  supra.  '  See  post,  ^  22. 

*  Mooisom  V.  Moorsom,  3  Hag  Ec.  87,  5  Eng.  Ec.  28. 

«  Stone  i;.  Stone,  l  Bobertson,  99,  lOl,  3  Notes  Gas.  278,  308, 309. 
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adultery  was  committed,  if  at  all,  through  an  understanding 
between  him  and  the  parHceps  criminis^  for  the  purpose  of 
laying  a  foundation  for  the  divorce ;  she  was  not  permitted, 
in  support  of  this  allegation,  to  introduce  testimony  of  his 
having  for  a  considerable  time  treated  her  unkindly,  and  in- 
flicted acts  of  cruelty;  either,  first,  as  proving  the  conniv- 
ance; or,  secondly,  as  repelling  the  presumption  against  it 
which  arises  from  the  marriage  relation.' 

§  20  [343].  Yet  it  is  difficult  to  resist  the  conviction,  that 
facts  like  the  foregoing  may,  in  a  proper  case,  be  admitted, 
when  offered  in  connection  with  other  facts  ;  though,  standing 
alone,  they  are  so  clearly  insufficient  as  perhaps  to  be  irrele- 
vant. For  example,  while  a-  husband  may  beat  and  abuse 
his  wife,  and  not  connive  at  her  adultery  ;  yet,  if  there  are  in- 
dependent circumstances  directly  pointing  to  the  connivance 
charged,  the  conclusion  may  be  more  easy  if  it  is  further 
shown,  that  he  has  lost  his  affection  for  her,  and  so  is  proba- 
bly desirous  of  getting  rid  of  her.  Thus  we  shall  see,  in  a 
subsequent  chapter,  that  evidence  of  cruelty  is  admissible  id 
proof  of  adultery;  because  a  husband  whose  love  for. his 
wife  has  departed,  is  likely  to  seek  unlawful  pleasures.  What 
effect  cruelty  may  have  as  a  recriminatory  plea  will  be  con- 
sidered in  its  proper  place. 

§  21  [344].  Obviously  there  can  be  no  connivance  at 
any  act  without  some  knowledge  of  its  existence,  or  at  least 
its  proximate  causes ;  unless  indeed  the  case  be  one  in 
which  the  party  accused  of  the  connivance  has  laid  the  train 
leading  to  the  result,  and  is  yet  in  ignorance  whether  the 
sought-for  end  has  been  reached.  Therefore  in  examining 
the  conduct  of  a  husband  on  the  question  of  his  alleged  con- 
nivance at  his  wife's  adultery,  we  should  in  most  cases  con- 
sider, what  notice  of  it  he  had,  or  what  suspicion  of  behavior 
in  her  tending  to  it.^     And  Dr.  Lushington  went  in  one  case 


^  Aastin  v.  Austin,  10  Conn.  221. 

>  Hoar  9.  Hoar,  3  Hag.  £c.  137,  140,  5  Eng.  £c.  51,  SsTBogeiB  v.  Bogen,  a 
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SO  far  as,  after  a  review  of  the  authorities,  to  say :  "  There 
mast  be  knowledge,  or  presumed  knowledge,  of  the  adultery, 
or  improper  familiarities  leading  thereto  ;  not  finding  any 
evidence  of  this  description,  I  pronounce  for  the  separation."  ^ 
Thence  it  follows,  that,  if  the  parties  were  living  separate  at 
the  time  of  the  adultery  committed,  and  no  improper  famili- 
arities are  shown  to  have  taken  place  during  their  cohabita- 
tion, connivance  will  not  be  presumed,  without  the  clearest 
possible  evidence  of  intention  and  consent.^  On  the  other 
hand,  while  the  cohabitation  continues,  if  the  husband  re- 
ceives a  caution  concerning  the  conduct  of  his  wife,'  or  if  he 
sees  what  a  reasonable  man  could  not  see  without  alarm,^  or 
if  he  knows  she  has  been  guilty  of  antenuptial  incontinence,^ 
or  if  he  has  himself  seduced  her  before  marriage,®  whereby  he 
is  put  upon  his  guard  respecting  her  weakness,  —  he  is  called 
upon  to  exercise  a  peculiar  vigilance  and  care  over  her ;  and, 
if  he  sees  what  a  reasonable  man  could  not  permit,  and 
makes  no  effort  to  avert  the  danger,  he  must  be  supposed  to 
see  and  mean  the  consequences.  Yet  this  rule  should,  be 
^applied  with  due  allowance  for  defective  perception,  dullness 
of  capacity,  overweening  confidence,  and  the  likeJ 

§  22  [345].  So,  while  a  man  may  forgive  the  adultery  of 
bis  wife  already  committed,®  without  thereby  licensing  her  to 
commit  future  adulteries,  yet  too  great  a  facility  of  condona- 
tion amounts  to  a  general  license,  and  to  sufficient  proof  of 


Hag.  £c  57,  5  Eng.  Ee.  13,  18,  19,  20;  Timmings  v.  Timmings,  3  Hag.  Ec.  76, 
5  Eng.  Ec.  2S ;  LoTering  c  LoveriDg,  3  Hag.  Ec.  85,  5  Eng.  Ec.  27 ;  Crewe  v. 
Crewe,  3  Hag.  Ec.  123,  5  Eng.  Ec.  45  ;  ante,  ^  16. 
>  Phillips  V.  PhiUips,  1  Robertson,  144,  164. 

*  Rogers  v.  Rogera,  3  Hag.  Ec.  57,  72,  5  Eng.  Ec.  13,  2a 

*  BUlon  V.  Dillon,  3  Cut.  Ec.  86,  7  Eng.  Ec.  377. 

*  Moonom  v.  Moorsom,  3  Hag.  Ec.  87, 106,  5  Eng.  Ec.  2S,  87. 

*  Best  V.  Best,  1  Add.  Ec.  411;  b.  g.  in  Arches  Court,  cited  Poynter  Mar.  & 
IHt.  230,  note ;  Graves  v.  Grayes,  3  Curt.  Ec.  235,  7  Eng.  Ec.  425. 

*  Dillon  V.  Dillon,  supra.  "^  Moorsom  r.  Moorsom,  supra. 

'  Lovering  v.  Lovering,  3  Hag.  Ec.  85,  5  Eng.  Ec.  27 ;  Anichini  v.  Anichini,  2 
Curt.  Ec.  210,  7  Eng.  Ec.  85,  86. 
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his  connivance  at  her  subsequent  misconduct.^  In  one  case 
Lord  Stoweil  held,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  that, 
where  the  wife  had  committed  adultery  on  the  first  of  three 
successive  nights  ;  and  the  husband,  knowing  and  having  full 
proof  of  this,  slept  with  her  on  the  second,  without  any  rea- 
son to  believe  she  had  repented  of  the  offence ;  he  not  only 
condoned  thereby  the  previous  adultery,  but  he  could  not 
take  advantage  of  her  further  adultery  on  the  third  night, 
being  presumed  to  have  given  to  it  his  consent^^  On  the 
other  hand,  when  the  condonation  has  proceeded  from  the 
wife,  it  has  been  considered  rather  a  virtue  in  her;  and  the 
courts  have  refused  to  infer  connivance  from  it  against  her, 
where,  under  like  circumstances,  they  would  infer  it  against 
the  husband.^ 

§  23  [346].  So  the  husband's  conduct  after  he  knows  that 
adultery  has  been  committed  by  the  wife,  may  be  evidence 
of  his  connivance,  but  it  is  not  connivance  itself.  Of  this 
nature  is  culpable  indifference  to  it ;  *  shown,  for  instance,  by 
his  delay  to  institute  proceedings   for  divorce,^  or  by  his' 


I  Timmingd  v.  Timmings,  3  Hag.  £c.  76,  5  Eng.  Ec.  22 ;  Dann  v.  Dunn,  2 
Philiim.  403,  411,  1  Eng.  Ec.  280,  284,  where  Sir  John  NichoU  says :  "If  the 
adultery  is  forgiven  with  Buch  extreme  facility  as  to  show  no  sense  of  injury,  and  no 
care  is  taken  to  prevent  it  from  happening  again,  then  the  hushand  has  no  ground 
of  complaint,  for  he  has  encouraged  the  adultery  by  his  conduct."  But  see  8.  c.  in 
Court  of  Delegates,  3  Philiim.  6, 1  Eng.  Ec.  353.  And  see  observations  of  Sir 
John  NichoU,  in  Durant  v,  Dnrant,  1  Hag.  Ec.  733,  8  Eng.  Ec.  310,  316,  319, 
323 ;  Lovering  v.  Lovering,  3  Hag.  Ec.  85,  5  Eng.  Ec.  27 ;  Westmeath  v.  West- 
meath,  2  Hag.  Ec.  Supp.  1,  4  Eng.  Ec.  238,  290;  V^alker  v.  V^alker,  2  Philiim. 
153. 

'  Timmings  v.  Timmings,  supra.  See  also  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  I  Robertson, 
144, 158;  ante,  \  17  and  note;  Snow  v.  Snow,  2  Notes  Cas.  Supp.  1,  15. 

^  Angle  V.  Angle,  12  Jur.  525;  ante,  ^17.  See  post,  \  23,  note.  And  see 
observations  of  Sir  John  NichoU,  in  Westmeath  v.  Westmeath,  2  Hag.  Ec.  Supp. 
I;  4  Eng.  Ec.  238,  290. 

*  Stone  V.  Stone,  I  Robertson,  99,  3  Notes  Cas.  278,  307. 

^^irkwali  v.  KirkwaU,  2  Hag.  Con.  277,  4  Eng.  Ec.  541.  This  was  a  suit  by 
the  wife,  alleging  her  husband's  adultery;  and  her  delay  to  institute  the  suit  was 
held  not  to.  be  sufficient  evidence  of  her  connivance.  Lord  Stoweil  observed: 
"  There  is  nothing  in  the  facts  charged  to  show,  that  Lady  Kirkwall's  suspicions 
must,  of  necessity,  have  been  excited,  or  that  the  adultery  might  not  have  taken 
[16] 
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neglect  to  interfere  while  she  is  living,  with  his  knowledge, 
in  adultery.'  Thus  where  the  wife  had  resided  with  her 
children  in  a  gentleman's  house,  of  which  she  was  treated  as 
the  mistress,  and  had  there  been  delivered  of  three  children ; 
without  any  express  permission  by  the  husband  appearing, 
but  without  his  sufficiently  accounting  for  his  absence,  or 
providing  for  her,  or  interfering  with  such  residence;  Sir 
"William  Wynne  was  of  opinion,  that  he  must  be  presumed 


place  withoat  her  knowledge;  bat  sapposing  that  she  was  acquainted  with  it, 
tboogh  a  husband  is  bound  to  take  prompt  notice  of  the  infidelity  of  his  wife,  and 
18  liable  to  haye  his  neglect  for  so  doing  oiged  against  him,  when  afterwards  seek- 
ing his  legal  remedy ;  yet  this  doctrine  is  not  to  be  pressed  against  a  wife,  unless 
in  Teiy  particnlar  cases.  Even  in  the  case  of  a  husband,  it  is  not  invariably 
expected  that  he  should  show  the  time  when  the  chaige  first  came  to  his  knowl- 
edge. It  might  be  pmdent,  and  expedient  for  the  success  of  his  suit,  that  he  should 
do  so,  but  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary — something  must  be  allowed  to  con- 
venience.  Certainly  a  wife  would  not  be  justified  in  living  in  the  same  house  with 
her  husband's  concubine,  sharing  the  turpitude  of  his  crime,  and  partaking  of  a 
polluted  bed ;  but  she  might  have  a  reasonable  hope  of  his  return  to  her  society, 
and  forbearance,  under  this  spes  recuperancU,  has  never  yet  been  held  to  constitute  a 
bar  to  her  legal  remedy,,  when  every  hope  of  that  kind  should  be  extinct.  I,  there- 
fore, admit  this  libel  to  proof."  And  see,  in  connection  with  this  case,  Ferrers  v. 
Ferrers,  1  Hag.  Con.  130,  4  £ng.  Be.  354.  See  also  Angle  i;.  Angle,  12  Jur.  525, 
634,  640,  641 ;  ante,  \  17,  22 ;  Reeves  i\  Beeves,  2  Fhillim.  125, 1  Eng.  Ec.  208 ; 
Buding  9.  Buding,  I  Hag.  Ec  740,  note,  3  Eng.  Ec.  314 ;  Durant  v.  Durant,  I 
Hag.  Ec  733,  760,  3  Eng.  Ec.  310,  323  ;  Walker  v.  Walker,  2  Fhillim.  153. 

1  Crewe  v.  Crewe,  3  Hag.  Ec  123,  131,  5  Eng.  Ec.  45,  49.  In  this  case  Lord 
Stowell  remarked :  "  Another  ground  of  objection  is  the  connivance,  or  toleration, 
of  the  husband ;  he  may  have  an  insensibility  to  his  own  honor,  and,  from  a  con- 
formity to  the  corrupt  manners  of  the  world,  may  have  no  wish  to  pursue  a  legal 
remedy,  or  may  not  think  it  worth  pursuing ;  and,  if  such  a  person,  after  a  long 
continuance  of  toleration,  of  himself  awakes,  or  is  compelled  by  the  clamor  and 
outcry  of  the  world  to  awake,  he  awakes  too  late.  If  the  adultery  has  gone  on  for 
a  length  of  time,  he  does  not  stand  before  the  court  in  the  favorable  light  of  a  person 
acting  on  the  spur  of  honest  feeling,  whom  the  Law  delights  to  succor ;  he  has  made 
np  his  mind  to  some  other  satisfaction.  I  do  not  mean  by  this  to  say,  that  the  hus- 
band is  immediately  to  rush  into  court  upon  suspicion  ;  he  must  wait  for  adequate 
proof,  but  he  is  to  show  his  vigilance ;  he  is  not  to  lie  by,  longer  than  to  obtain 
proof;  if  he  does,  his  lethargy  will  be  fatal  to  any  application  that  he  may  make; 
-whatever  his  motives  may  be  for  coming  afterwards,  if  it  be  proved  that  there  has 
been  a  long  course  of  criminal  conduct  of  which  he  was  cognizant,  or  of  which  by 
law  and  by  presumption  he  must  be  supposed  to  have  been  cognizant,  he  cannot 
receive  relief." 

2*  [17] 
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to  have  consented  to  the  adultery.^  It  may  be  uncertain, 
however,  whether  the  courts  of  the  present  day,  in  the  United 
States,  would  give  full  effect  to  precedents  of  this  nature,' 
though  they  would  no  doubt  yield  them  a  considerable  degree 
of  respect.  For  when  a  wife  has  committed  adultery,  the 
husband  is  under  no  further  obligation,  legal  or  moral,  to 
support  her, —  How,  then,  can  it  be  said,  that  he  connives  at 
her  further  adultery,  merely  because  he  refuses  to  pay  her  an 
annuity  while  living  in  it,  or  because  he  exercises  no  marital 
control  over  her  person,  after  he  has  rightfully  ceased  to  afford 
her  his  marital  protection  ?  There  are  several  of  the  older 
English  cases  which  magnify  the  office  of  husband  somewhat 
beyond  modern  American  opinions  ;  making  the  wife  a  more 
complete  satellite  than  either  the  facts  of  actual  life,  or  the 
general  seatiment  with  us,  would  indicate. 

§  24.  In  estimating  the  effect  which  considerations  of  rela- 
tive rights  and  duties  should  have,  not  only  upon  the  ques- 
tions discussed  in  the  last  and  in  several  of  the  preceding 
sections,  but  throughout  these  entire  volumes,  we  should 
inquire,  whether  the  right,  on  the  one  hand,  or  the  duty,  on 
the  other  hand,  is  a  right  or  duty  resting  distinctly  in  the 
law,  or  is  merely  a  matter  of  common  usage  in  the  com- 
munity. If  of  the  latter  kind,  the  result  to  be  deduced 
therefrom  should  change  as  the  usage  changes;  if,  of  the 
former,  the  result  should  change  only  with  the  law.  For 
example,  by  the  law,  not  only  as  it  formerly  was,  but  as  it 
now  exists,  the  husband  is  entitled  to  fix  the  common  matri- 
monial residence ;  therefore,  in  our  first  volume,  the  writer 
dissented  from  some  modern  notions  according  to  which  it 
was  deemed  not  necessarily  to  be  desertion  for  the  wife  to 
refuse,  without  known  legal  excuse,  to  follow  the  husband 
when  he  attempts  to  change  the  matrimonial  domicil.* 
Therefore  also  it  is,  that  the  author  would  not  always  deduce 


1  Michclson  ».  Michelson,  8  Hag.  Ec.  147,  5  Eng.  Ec.  56.    And  Bee  Crewe  v. 
Crewe,  supra ;  Whitdngton  v.  Whittington,  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  64. 
«  See  Van  Aemam  ».  Van  iTernam,  1  Barb.  Ch.  875.  «  Vol.  I.  \  788-790. 
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in  the  circumstances  now  under  consideration,  the  same  legal 
consequences  which  the  judges  of  England  do  from  like  facts, 
where  the  usages  of  society  are  different 

§  25  [347].  Articles  of  separation  may  be  so  framed  as  to 
constitute  a  license  to  the  wife  to  live  in  adultery ;  and,  if 
such  is  their  true  import,  and  is  likewise  the  intent  of  the 
husband,  he  cannot  have  the  remedy  of  divorce  for  the  adul- 
tery to  which  he  has  thus  consented.  But  suppose  this 
intent  is  fairly  deducible  from  the  articles  themselves,  still 
the  deduction  may  be  controlled  by  counter  evidence,  out- 
side, it  seems,  of  the  articles ;  and  it  must  be  so  controlled, 
or  he  cannot  have  a  divorce.^  A  deed  of  separation  con- 
taining the  usual  covenants,  that  the  wife  may  dwell  where 
and  in  such  manner  as  she  pleases,  and  be  free  from  the 
restraint  of  her  husband  ;  that  he  will  not  bring  against  her 
a  suit  for  the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights ;  and  others  of 
like  import;  will  not  be  construed  as  a  consent  to  her  living 
in  adultery.*  And  if  doubtful  words  will  admit  of  a  con- 
struction favorable  to  innocence,  this  construction  will  be 
given  them,  rather  than  the  other.* 

§  26  [348].  In  England,  previous  to  Stat  20  &  21  Vict 
c.  85,  it  was  customary,  not  necessary,  for  the  husband, 
learning  his  wife's  adultery,  to  sue  at  common  law  the 
particeps  criminis,  before  proceeding  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court;  and  then  plead  in  this  court  the  verdict,  which,  if 
in  his  favor,  was  considered  as  tending  to  rebut  any  pre- 
sumption of  connivance.  Lord  Stowell  once  remarked : 
"  The  verdict,  giving  such  large  damages,  it  is  forcibly  con- 
tended, rebuts  the  argument  of  connivance ;  for  it  shows, 
either  that  no  such  defence  was  attempted,  or  that  it  was  not 
proved.  It  has  been  often  observed,  that  a  verdict  to  the 
disadvantage  of  the  husband  is  strong  evidence  ;  because  he 

1  Barker  v.  Barker,  2  Add.  Ec.  285,  2  Eng.  £c.  307. 

*  Sollivaii  V.  Sullivan,  2  Add.Ec.  299,  2  Eng.  Ec.  314;  Richardson  v,  Bich- 
ardson,  1  Hag.  Ec.  6,  3  Eng.  Ec.  13, 15. 

*  Staddy  v.  Staddy.  I  Swab.  &  T.  321. 
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is  a  party  to  both  proceedings,  and  therefore  such  a  verdict 
will  operate  in  other  courts ;  but  a  verdict  against  the  adul- 
terer is  slight  evidence  against  the  wife,  who  is  no  party  to 
the  action,  and  who  has  no  control  in  the  conduct  of  it  At 
the  time  of  the  trial  she  is  often  at  variance  with  the  adul- 
terer: he  may  have  good  reasons  not  to  set  up  a  defence 
which  she  may  sustain.  The  defence  of  connivance  is  haz- 
ardous where  the  action  is  for  damages,  for  it  is  to  be  proved 
by  circumstances,  and  if  it  should  fail  it  will  inflame  the 
damages."  ^ 

^  27.  The  admission  of  a  verdict,  under  such  circum- 
stances as  are  mentioned  in  our  last  section,  is  not  quite  in 
accordance  with  the  general  rules,  on  this  class  of  subjects, 
prevailing  in  our  common  law  courts.  And  perhaps  —  the 
writer  does  not  here  intend  to  preclude  further  inquiry,  or 
to  enter  particularly  into  the  question  as  it  rests  either  in 
principle  or  in  general  authority— a  doubt  may  be  enter- 
tained, whether  our  tribunals,  especially  in  cases  tried  before 
a  jury,  wpuld  receive  to  any  extent,  or  for  any  purpose,  unless 
in  some  exceptional  case,  for  such  a  collateral  matter  as  to 
show  an  absence  of  collusion,  or  the  like,,  a  verdict  of  the  kind 
now  under  contemplation.  The  point  is  not  hitherto  eluci- 
dated by  any  reported  decision ;  and  this  intimation  is  given 
only  J[)y  way  of  caution  to  the  practitioner. 


X  Moorsom  v.  Moonom,  8  Hag.  £c.  87,  5  Eng.  £c.  28,  S7.  And  see  Bix  v. 
Biz,  3  Hag.  £c.  74,  5  Eng.  Ec.  21,  22;  Crewe  v.  Crewe,  3  Hag.  Ec.  123,  138, 
5  Eng.  Ec.  45,  49;  Phillipa  v.  FhilUps,  1  Robertson,  144,  156;  Haifoid  v,  Hal- 
ford,  Foynter  Mar.  &  Div.  200,  note ;  Dunn  v,  Donn,  2  Phillim.  403, 1  Eng.  Ec 
280,  285. 
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§  28  [350].  Collusion,  in  the  matrimonial  law,  is  an  of- 
fence very  near  of  kin  to  connivance.  It  is  an  agreement 
between  hasband  and  wife,  for  one  of  them  to  commit,  or  to 
appear  to  commit,  or  to  be  represented  in  court  as  havjpg 
committed,  a  breach  of  matrimonial  duty,  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  the  other  to  obtain  the  legal  remedy  of  divorce 
or  separation,  as*  for  a  real  injury.^  Where  the  act  com- 
plained of  as  ground  for  divorce  has  in  truth  not  been  done, 
collusion  is  a  real  or  attempted  fraud  upon  the  court ;  where 
it  has,  it  is  also  a  species  of  connivance ;  in  either  case,  it 
is  a  bar  to  the  prayer  for  divorce.  In  one  case.  Lord  Stowell 
is  reported  to  have  said :  "  Collusion  may  exist  without  con- 
nivance, but  connivance  is  (generally)  collusion  for  a  par- 
ticular purpose ; "  *  doubtless  a  clerical  error,  or  mistake  of 
the  reporter,  corrected  by  a  substitution  of  words,  thus : 
*^  Connivance  may  exist  without  collusion,  but  collusion  is 
(generally)  connivance  for  a  particular  purpose." 

§  29  [351].  Collusion,  being  a  species  of  conspiracy,  to 
which  two  minds  must  consent,  cannot  be  committed  by  the 
defendant  alone ;  neither  will  any  conduct  amount  to  it,  not 
implicating  the  party  against  whom  it  is  set  up.^     Therefore, 


1  Crewe  v.  Crewe,  3  Hag.  £c.  123,  5  Eng.  £c.  45,  48 ;  1  Fras.  Dom.  Rel.  703  ; 
Jessop  V.  Jeseop,  2  Swab.  &  T.  301 .  In  the  latter  case  the  Judge  Ordinary  said  : 
"  CoIInsion  is  not,  like  condonation,  a  well  understood  term  ;  it  may  be  [among 
other  things]  by  keeping  back  evidence  of  what  would  be  a  good  answer,  or  by 
agreeing  to  set  up  a  false  case." 

*  Crewe  v.  Crewe,  supra.  *  1  Fras.  Dom.  Rel.  703. 
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if  the  party  guilty  of  a  matrimonial  offence  wishes  to  be 
divorced,  this  is  not  collusion :  if  he  committed  the  offence 
with  the  expectation  of  thereby  stimulating  the  innocent 
party  to  apply  for  divorce,  as  well  as  of  furnishing  founda- 
tion for  it ;  or  if,  when  a  cause  exists,  both  parties  wish  to 
have  the  matrimonial  relation  suspended  or  dissolved, — none 
of  these  things,  no  analogous  things,  will  constitute  collu- 
sion.^ The  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  has  suffered  a  real 
injury,  and  bond  /ide  seeks  relief;  if  so,  there  is  no  collusion.* 
Most  unjust  would  it  be,  to  refuse  the  remedy  simply  be- 
cause the  delinquent  desired  it  should  be  applied.  A  propo- 
sition like  this  is  tantamount  to  the  absurdity  of  allowing  a 
divorce,  when  the  defendant  has  done  a  certain  amount  of 
mttrimonial  wickedness;  but,  when  he  adds  another  grain 
to  the  lump,  refusing  it. 

§  30  [352].  Collusion,  like  connivance,^  will  not  be  pre- 
sumed without  proof,  or  matter  appearing  from  which  it 
may  be  affirmatively  inferred.*  But  the  vigilance  of  the 
court  may  be  aroused  by  slight  circumstances,  quite  inade- 
quate to  prove  collusion,  yet  calling  for  peculiar  scrutiny  in 
respect  to  every  part  of  the  evidence.  Thus,  Lord  Stowell 
once  remarked  :  "  There  are  circumstances  in  this  case  which 
alarm  the  jealousy  of  the  court,  as  appearing  a  little  sus- 
picious ;  there  is  no  plea  on  the  part  of  the  wife,  nor  are  any 
interrogatories  administered.     The  verdict,  which  has  been 


1  Utterton  v.  Tewsh,  Ferg.  23,  4  Eng.  Ec.  347,  358 ;  Eibblewhite  v.  Rowland, 
Ferg.  226,  233,  3  Eng.  £c.  406, 408 ;  Sagden  v.  Lollj,  Ferg.  269,  3  Eng.  Ec.  426 ; 
Note  (B),  Ferg.  363,  3  Eng.  Ec.  482. 

^  Crewe  v.  Crewe,  3  Hag.  Ec.  123,  5  Eng.  Ec.  45,  48,  49;  Brealj  v.  Reed,  8 
Curt.  Ec.  833,  7  Eng.  Ec.  828 ;  Shelford  Mar.  &  Diy.  738.  See  Mansfield  v,  Mans- 
field, Wright,  284.  If  the  suit  is  carried  on  by  a  plaintiff,  not  from  any  desire  of 
bis  own  to  obtain  the  remedy,  bnt  for  the  benefit  and  at  the  request  of  the  defend- 
ant, there  are  several  principles  which  would  lead  the  court  to  dismiss  it.  In  one 
case,  something  like  this  was  called  by  the  court  collusion.  Lloyd  v.  Lloyd,  1  Swab. 
&  T.  567,  573. 

*  Ante,  §  14. 

*  Pollard  V.  Wyboum,  1  Hag.  Ec.  725,  3  Eng.  Ec.  308;  Deane  v.  Deane,  12 
Jnr.  63,  64. 

[22] 


CHAP,  ni.]  COLLUSION.  §  31 

pleaded,  was  obtained  nearly  on  a  default,  and  without  any 
defence.  This  proves  a  great  facility,  at  least,  and  will 
make  the  court  more  vigilant  to  see  that  the  two  main  points 
of  such  cases  are  sufficiently  proved ;  namely,  the  criminal 
act,  and  that  the  person  against  whom  the  proof  of  that  act 
is  established,  was  the  wife."  ^  And  when  the  plaintiff  relies 
in  whole  or  in  part  on  the  confessions  of  the  defendant,  he 
may  find  it  necessary  to  show  affirmatively,  that  there  was 
no  collusion,  to  give  strength  to  the  confessions.^  In  an 
Ohio  case,  in  which  the  suspicion  of  the  court  was  aroused, 
but  there  was  still  no  sufficient  proof  of  collusion,  the  plain- 
tiff was  permitted  either  to  have  his  bill  dismissed  without 
prejudice,  or  continued,  that  he  might  produce  further  evi- 
dence, as  he  should  be  advised.  He  elected  the  latter  course ; 
and,  on  a  hearing  at  a  subsequent  term,  a  decree  was  entered 
in  his  favor.^  Still  the  court  is  bound  to  grant  the  divorce, 
unless  the  collusion  is  established  in  evidence  ;  for  mere  sus- 
picion will  no  more  justify  the  withholding  of  action,  than  it 
will  justify  action.* 

§  31  [353].  In  Scotland,  to  prevent  collusion,  the  pursuer 
is  in  all  cases  required  to  take  what,  in  the  language  of  the 
Scotch  law,  is  termed  the  "  Oath  of  Calumny."  "  It  de- 
clares^' says  Mr.  Fraser,  <<  that  he  has  just  cause  to  insist  on 
the  action,  because  he  believes,  (supposing  it  to  be  divorce. 
for  adultery),  that  the  defender  has  been  guilty  of  adultery, 
and  that  the  libel  is  true ;  that  there  is  no  collusion  between 
the  parties  to  obtain  the  decree,  and  no  agreement  between 
any  other  persons  on  his  behalf  for  that  purpose.  ....  Prior 
to  the  emission  of  the  oath,  it  is  competent  for  any  party 


1  WilliaiDB  V,  WillkmB,  1  Hag.  Con.  299,  4  Eng.  Ec.  415. 

*  Greenstreet  v.  Cnmyiis,  2  Philiim.  10, 1  Eng.  Ec.  165, 166;  b.  g.'2  Hag.  Con. 
332. 

*  Wolf  V.  Wolf,  Wright,  243.  See  also  (and  quere)  Smith  v.  Smith,  Wright, 
643 ;  Friend  v,  Eriend,  Wright,  639. 

*  Baily  i;.  Bailjr,  1  Lee,  536.  See  Emmons  v.  Emmons,  Walk.  Mich.  532 ; 
Hanks  v.  Hanks,  3  Edw.  Ch.  469;  a  rale  of  coort  (N.  Y.  Rale,  168)  made  it 
necesaarj  for  the  plaintiff  to  aver,  "  that  the  adolterj  charged  in  such  bill  was 
committed  vrithout  his  consent,  conniyance,  privity,  or  procurement." 
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having  an  interest,  such  as  the  creditors  of  the  defender,  or 
for  the  court  ex  officioy  to  show  that  there  is  collusion ;  and 
this  may  be  by  the  examination  of  witnesses,  or  letters,  or 
the  parties  themselves.  After  the  oath  of  calumny  has  been 
emitted,  it  is  incompetent  to  inquire  further  as  to  whether 
there  was  collusion,  and  a  reduction  of  the  decree  of  divorce 
on  this  ground  would  be  incompetent"  ^  Mr.  Fergusson  hM 
said,  that  "  the  parties  who  commit  this  offence  against  the 
course  of  justice  have  such  facility  of  concealment,  and  the 
inquiry  is  of  so  difficult  and  unpleasant  a  nature,  that  the 
records  of  the  Consistorial  Courts  of  Scotland  do  not,  per- 
haps, exhibit  a  single  attempt  to  detect  this  malpractice, 
which  has  been  successful  in  the  result"  ^ 

« 

§  32.  In  like  manner,  by  the  present  English  law,  it  is  pro- 
vided, Stat  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85,  §  41,  that  "  every  person 
seeking  a  decree,  &c.,  shall,  together  with  the  petition  or  other 
application  for  the  same,  file  an  affidavit  verifying  th^  same 
so  far  as  he  or  she  is  able  to  do  so,  and  stating  that  there  is 
not  any  collusion  or  connivance  between  the  deponent  and 
the  other  party  to  the  marriage."  And  the  prevention  of 
collusion  is  further  attempted  by  the  later  English  statute  of 
23  &  24  Vict  c.  144,  §  7,  wherein,  among  other  things,  pro- 
vision is  made  for  the  intervention  .of  the  Queen's  Proctor 
in  cases  where  collusion  is  suspected.^ 


i  1  Fra8.  Dom.  R©1.  701,  702. 

'  Feig.  363,  3  Eng.  £c.  482 ;  I  Frafl.  Dom.  Rcl.  703.  Something  like  die  oath 
of  calumny  nsed  to  be  reqaired  of  the  applicant  for  divoroe  before  the  House  of 
Loids.    Simmons's  Divorce  Bill,  12  CI.  &  F.  339. 

*  See  among  other  cases  of  intervention  under  this  latter  statute,  Drummond  v. 
Drummond,  2  Swab.  &  T.  269 ;  Gray  v.  Gray,  2  Swab.  &  T.  263,  276,  554 ;  Cox 
V.  Cox,  2  Swab.  &  T.  306 ;  Jessop  o.  Jessop,  2  Swab.  &  T.  301  ;  Latour  v.  Latour, 
8  Swab.  &  T.  524 ;  Gethin  v.  Gethin,  2  Swab.  &  T.  560 ;  Marris  v,  Marris,  2  Swab. 
&  T.  530 ;  Boulton  v.  Boulton,  2  Swab.  &  T.  638 ;  Pollack  v.  Pollack,  2  Swab.  & 
T.  648.  So  many  cases,  found  in  a  single  volume  of  reports,  show,  that  this  pro- 
vision is  by  no  means  a  dead  letter ;  but  I  am  not  sufficiently  acquainted  with  the 
undercurrents  in  the  matrimonial  law-practice  of  England  to  be  able  to  state, 
whether  this  large  business,  done  by  the  Queen's  Proctor  in  the  way  of  intervening, 
is  in  every  sense  legitimate,  or  whether  it  is  chiefly,  or  also,  one  of  the  outside 
modes  of  defence  really  resorted  to  by  the  parties. 
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CONDONATION. 

Sbct.  88-416.  Introduction. 

86-46.  The  Greneral  Doctrine  of  Oondonation. 

46-62.  Some  Views  attendant  on  the  General  Doctrine. 

68-66.  Conditional  Qualify  of  the  Condoning  Act 

67-69.  Distinction  between  the  Law  and  the  Eyidenoe. 

70,  71.  The  Evidence. 

7S,  78.  Statutes  relating  to  this  Subject. 

§  33  [354].  The  next  defence  of  a  general  nature,  to  be 
considered,  is  condonation.  It  differs  from  connivance  the 
same  as  a  plea  in  discharge  of  a  contract  differs  from  a  plea 
denying  its  original  obligation.  In  connivance,  no  injury  is 
done  to  the  party  complaining ;  in  condonation,  the  injury 
is  forgiven.  Condonation  therefore,  as  applied  to  the  subject 
under  discussion,  may  be  described  in  general  terms  to  be  the 
conditional  forgiveness  or  remission,  by  the  husband  or  wife, 
of  a  matrimonial  offence  which  the  other  has  committed.^ 
The  nature  of  the  condition  will  be  considered  further  on. 
While  the  condition  remains  unbroken,  condonation,  on 
whatever  motive  it  proceeded,  is  an  absolute  bar  to  the 
remedy  for  the  particular  injury  condoned.  The  doctrine 
has  its  foundation  in  natural  justice,  and  prevails  in  most 
civilized  countries.' 


^  Feiren  v.  Ferrers,  I  Hag.  Con.  180, 4  Eng.  £c.  354 ;  D'Agnilar  v.  D'Aguilar, 
I  Hag.  £c  773,  781,  3  Eng.  £c.  329,  334 ;  Westmeath  v.  Westmeath,  2  Hag.  Ec 
Supp*.  1,  4  Eng.  £c.  238,  289 ;  Worsley  r.  Worsley,  2  Lee,  572,  6  Eng.  Ec.  249  ; 
Smith  o.  Smith,  4  Falge,  432 ;  Darant  v.  Dutmt,  I  Hag.  Ec.  733,  3  Eng.  Ec. 
810,  323 ;  Snow  o.  Snow,  2  Notes  Gas.  Sapp.  1, 12. 

*  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  4  Phige,  460, 1  Edw.  Ch.  439 ;  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel.  462, 
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§  34.  The  first  instance  in  which  a  definition  of  condon- 
ation is  laid  down  in  the  English  books,  occurs,  it  appears,  in 
the  report  of  a  case  tried  in  1858.  There  the  Judge  Ordi- 
nary instructed  the  jury,  '^  that  condonation  means  a  blotting 
out  of  the  offence  imputed,  so  as  to  restore  the  offending  party 
to  the  same  position  he  or  she  occupied  before  the  offence 
was  committed."  The  conditional  nature  of  condonation 
was  not  presented  by  the  facts  of  the  case;  if  it  had  been, 
the  definition  would  probably  have  been  qualified  by  the  in- 
sertion of  the  word  conditional  before  <'  blotting.''  The  judge 
considered,  that  condonation  means  something  more  than 
forgiveness ;  it  implies  a  reinstating  of  the  wife  in  her  former 
matrimonial  position  toward  the  husband.  On  a  motion  to 
set  aside  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  the  question  of  the  correct- 
ness of  this  definition  came  before  the  whole  court  for  con- 
sideration, and  the  full  bench  of  judges  concurred  in  holding 
it  to  be  correct  Said  Lord  Chancellor  Chelmsford :  ^'  I  think 
that  the  forgiveness  which  is  to  take  away  the  husband's 
right  to  a  divorce  must  not  fall  short  of  reconciliation,  and 
that  this  must  be  shown  by  the  reinstatement  of  the  wife  in 
her  former  position ;  which  renders  proof, of  conjugal  cohabi- 
tion,  or  the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  necessary."  *  With- 
out undertaking  to  criticise  this  definition,  and  without  seeing 
any  particular  occasion  to  depart  from  the  terms  used  in  our 
last  section  as  descriptive  of  the  condoning  act,  —  being  the 
terms  which  were  employed,  as  the  definition  of  the  act,  in 
the  earlier  editions  of  this  work,  —  the  author  will  suggest, 
as  a  fuller  and  perhaps  more  exact  definition,  the  following: 
Condonation  is  the  remission  of  a  matrimonial  offence  known 
to  the  remitting  party  to  have  been  committed  by  the  other ; 
on  the  condition  subsequent,  that  ever  afterward  the  party 
remitting  shall  be  treated  by  the  other  with  conjugal  kind- 
ness. 


666.    See  note  to  Best  v.  Best^  1  Add.  Ee.  411,  2  Eng.  Be  15$,  159;  Qniney  v. 
Qnincy,  10  N.  H.  272;  AaoDTmoiM,  6  Mass.  147. 

1  Keats  V.  Keats,  1  Swab.  &  T.  334,  846,  357.  This  is  a  case  of  great  interest. 
And  see  Ratdiff  v.  Ratdiff,  1  Swab.  &  T.  467,  473,  as  in  effect  affirming  this 
doctrine. 
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I  35.  The  further  discussion  of  this  subject  will  be  con- 
ducted in  the  following  order :  L  The  General  Doctrine  of 
Condonation ;  IL  Some  Views  attendant  on  the  General 
Doctrine;  IIL  The  Conditional  Quality  of  the  Condoning 
Act;  IV.  The  Distinction  between  the  Law  and  the  Evi- 
dence; V.  The  Evidence;  VL  Statutes  relating  to  this 
Subject 


I.    3%e  Chneral  Doctrine  of  Condonation, 

§  36  [355].  Condonation,  like  connivance,  rests,  in  a  phi- 
losophical and  exact  view  of  the  matter,  in  the  mind.  But 
there  have  been  so  many  technical  rules  adopted,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  when  the  condonation  has  passed,  that 
they,  rather  than  the  mere  abstract  doctrine,  must  lead  the 
following  discussion. 

§  37  [356].  The  forgiveifess  now  treated  of  may  pass  in 
words;  that  is,  the  condonation  may  be  expressed  in  lan- 
guage ;  or  it  may  arise,  by  implication,  out  of  acts  done.^  In 
the  former  case,  little  difficulty  can  attend  the  subject ;  but, 
when  the  condonation  is  to  be  inferred,  the  question  may  cre- 
ate much  embarrassment,  being  complicated  of  interwoven 
fact  and  technical  law.  There  would  seeta  possibly  to  be 
some  doubt  cast,  by  recent  English  discussions  referred  to  in 
a  previous  section,'  upon  the  question,  whetherf  in  law,  a 
condonation  can  take  place  by  mere  words,  or  whether  there 
must  not  be  at  least  some  accompanying  act,  by  way  of  re- 
storing the  wife  to  her  former  matrimonial  position.  This 
question,  however,  is  rather  theoretical  than  practical ;  for,  in 
facts  actually  transpiring,  we  could  hardly  imagine  a  case 
in  which  nothing  but  words  should  pass,  —  in  which  no  act 


1  Qoincy  v,  Qnincy,  10  N.  H.  272;  Beeby  v,  Beebj,  I  Hag.  £c.  789,  3  Eng. 
£c  338, 340 ;  Snow  v.  Snow,  2  Notes  Cas.  Snpp.  1, 12. 
*  Ante,  f  84.    And  eee  post,  S  47,  note. 
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aflirmatoiy  of  the  fiMghreoess  sboold  either  attend  or  follow 
the  words. 

^  38  [357].  A  plain  proposition  is,  that  the  forgiveness 
cannot  take  place  without  a  knowledge  of  the  existence  of 
the  thing  forgiven.^  When,  however,  one  of  the  married 
parties  has  received  knowledge  of  the  breach  of  matrimonial 
daty  by  the  other,  if  such  party  continues  or  renews  the  co- 
habitation, he  is  presumed,  in  law,  to  have  condoned  the 
offence ;'  for  no  man  —  so  says  the  law — would  take  a  de- 
linquent wife  to  his  bed,  unless  he  had  forgiven  her.'  Proba- 
bly this  presumption  cannot  be  rebutted  by  showing  a  si- 
multaneous agreement  or  intent  for  the  cohabitation  not  to 
operate  as  condonation ;  since,  though  the  point  appears  not 


>  Donuxt  V.  Dannt»  1  Hag.  £c.  733,  751,  3  Eng.  Ec  310, 319 ;  Popkin  9.  Pop- 
kin,  1  Hag.  Be.  768,  note,  4  Eng.  Ec.  325,  326 ;  Keats  v.  Keats,  1  Swab.  &  T. 
334. 

*  Delliber  v.  DaUiber,  9  Conn.  233;  WUIiamaon  v.  IKmiiamaoa,  1  Jolms.  O^ 
488;  Dyaart  v,  Dyaart,  1  Robertson,  106,  108;  Phillipa  9.  Phillips,  4  Blackf.  131 ; 
Wood  V.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108;  McDwire  v.  McDwire,  Wngfat,  354;  Tbreewiti  p. 
Threewits,  4  Des.  660  ;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  4  Paige,  460;  ICayhogh  r.  Mayfaogh, 
7  B.  Monr.  424;  Hall  v.  Hall,  4  N.  H.  462;  Qnincj9.  Qnincy,  10  N.  H.  272; 
Baraas  v.  Barnes,  Wright,  475 ;  Qnestel  v,  Qaestel,  Wright^  491 ;  Cooper  r. 
Cooper,  10  La.  249 ;  1  Fras.  Dom.  Rel.  666 ;  Snow  9.  Snow,  2  Notes  Caa.  Sopp. 
1,  12;  Bttckholts  9,  Bnckholts,  24  Qa.  238;  Marsh  v.  Manh,  2  Beanlej,  281 ; 
Backus  9.  Backus,  3  Qteenl.  136 ;  Twjman  9.  Twjman,  27  Misso.  383 ;  Harper 
9.  Harper,  29  Misso.  SOL    In  Brans  v,  Evans,  7  Jnr.  1046,  idiere  the  bringing  of 
m  ittit  for  llhe  rastitntion  of  conjugal  rights,  and  a  cohabitation  following,  were  held 
10  ha  a  CMKloiiaiikMi,  Dr.  L«shington  seemed  to  regard  eyen  the  insdtntion  of  the  suit 
aloaa  as  ««il<teiit»  without  the  cohabitation.    His  words  are :  "  If  the  treatment  of 
a  mih  be  such  as  to  raider  the  recum  to  cohabitation  unsafe,  the  oommendng  of 
a  suit  Ibr  the  restitution  of  coi^jugal  rights  is  a  perfect  condonation ;  for  snrelj,  if  a 
husband  has  boon  g^iltj  of  conduct  towards  his  wile  endangering  liie  and  limb,  it. 
is  rather  an  axtraonlinary  mode  of  procuring  redress  to  resort  to  a  suit  for  the  resti> 
tntion  of  conjugal  rights — to  retuni  to  the  rerj  person  whose  conduct  has  been  the 
cause  of  the  danger.    I  must  say,  that  snch  a  measure  does  create  a  very  stroog 
presumption  that  the  wifo  never  could  have  considered  her  life  in  danger,  when  she 
voluntarily  seeks  a  forced  return  to  that  state  where  she  will  be  exposed  to  a  re- 
petition of  snch  conduct,  and  that  without  protection."    a.  p.  queiy,  NeeM  w. 
Neeld,  4  Hag.  Ec.  263,  268.    The  point  put  by  Dr.  Lushington,  however,  should 
radier  be  regarded  as  being,  that,  in  a  case  of  alleged  crueltj,  the  conduct  of  i 
shows  this  ofience  not  to  have  existed  in  fiM;t. 
•  Beebj  9.  Beebj,  1  Hag.  Ec.  789,  3  Eng.  Ec.  388, 340. 
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to  have  been  directly  adjudicated,  no  instance  of  the  affirma- 
tion of  this  proposition  being  maintained  is  found  in  the 
books ;  while,  if  such  a  doctrine  were  allowed  to  prevail,  it 
^xrould  place  the  marriage  relation  of  the  parties,  as  to  its  • 
continuance,  in  their  own  l^ands,  and  they  could  treat  it,  after 
these  facts  had  transpired,  practically  as  a  mere  temporary 
arrangement,  contrary  to  the  general  policy  of  the  law.  And 
Parsons,  C.  J.,  remarks :  ''  It  would  be  injustice  to  the  wife, 
and  immoral  in  the  husband,  to  claim  and  enjoy  as  his  pecu- 
liar marital  rights'  the  society  of  his  wife,  after  a  knowledge 
of  her  offence,  and  afterwards  to  cast  her  off  for  that  same 
offence."  ^ 

§  39  [358].  But  let  us  inspect  more  minutely  the  princi- 
ples just  stated.  There  must,  we  said,  be  a  knowledge  of 
the  offence.^  This  implies,  first,  the  existence  of  it ;  secondly, 
a  belief  of  its  existence.  ^  The  true  import  of  the  rule,  in 
my  opinion,"  said  Parsons,  C.  J.,  ^'  is,  that  the  cohabitation  of 
the  husband,  after  the  commission  of  the  offence,  and  after 
he  believes,  on  probable  evidence,  the  guilt  of  his  wife,  is' 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  remission*  For  he  cannot  be 
considered  as  having  impliedly  forgiven  a  crime  which  he 
does  not  believe  to  have  been  committed.  And  without  that 
belief  he  cannot  have  knowledge  of  the  crime ;  for  he  may 
have  received  the  information  without  giving  it  credit."' 
But  people  usually  believe  on  sufficient  grounds  of  belief 
being  presented :  so  presumes  the  law.  Thus,  where  a 
woman  sueH  for  divorce  alleging  her  husband's  adultery,  of 
which  he  had  been  convicted  criminally ;  and  he  showed  in 
defence,  that,  after  his  conviction,  she,  with  knowledge  of  it, 
lodged  two  or  three  nights  with  him  in  prison,  where  she  had 
sexual  intercourse  with  him  ;  her  prayer  was  denied,  although 
it  was  urged  for  her  that  she  might  not  have  believed  he  was 
guilty.* 

1  Anonymoiu,  6  Maas.  147, 148.  '  Ante,  §  88. 

•  Anonymoiu,  6  ICaas.  147.    And  see  Dillon  v,  Dillon,  8  Curt.  £c.  86;  114,  7 
Bng.  £c  877,  390. 
«  Delliber  9.  DeUiber,  9  Conn.  988. 
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§  40  [359].  Therefore  the  mle  is  usnally  stated  to  be,  that 
the  cohabitation,  after  probable  knowledge  of  the  offence,  is  a 
presumptive  remission  of  it^  This  probable  knowledge  has 
been  said  to  exist  where  information  of  facts  has  been  given 
by  credible  persons,  speaking  of  what  they  have  seen ;  par* 
ticularly  if  the  party  afterward  produces  these  persons  as 
witnesses  in  the  case,  and  by  their  testimony  establishes  the 
same  facts.'  And  where  the  husband's  witnesses,  be  bdag 
promoter  in  a  suit  for  adultery,  had  told  their  story  to  his 
legal  advisers  in  his  presence,  yet  he  neglected  for  two  years 
to  institute  proceedings,  and  cohabited  with  his  wife  mean* 
whUe,  he  was  held  to  have  possessed  the  knowledge  which 
renders  cohabitation  a  bar.^  A  fortiori^  a  plaintiff  cannot 
continue  the  matrimonial  intercourse  during  the  pendency  of 
the  suit,  without  its  working  a  condonation.^  Circumstances 
which  excite  suspicion  merely,  brought  home  to  the  mind  of 
the  party,  will  not  alone  amount  to  this  probable  knowledge.^ 

^  41  [360].  Yet  there  are  cases  in  which  the  husband  was 
holden  to  have  pardoned  the  adultery  of  his  wife ;  at  least, 
to  have  lost  his  right  to  complain  of  it ;  though  the  evidence 
of  her  misconduct,  coming  to  his  knowledge,  was  no  more 
than  sufficient  to  excite  his  vigilance,  and  put  him  on  the  in- 
quiry. Thus,  where  a  husband,  having  intimations  and  some 
evidence  against  his  wife,  neglected  to  make  any  investiga- 
tion, and  put  forth  no  endeavor  to  prevent  a  repetition  of  the 
injury ;  but  continued  to  cohabit  with  her  till  she  left  him 
and  brought  her  suit  for  separation  on  the  allegation  of  his 
cruelty ;  and  he,  in  the  first  instance,  set  up  her  adultery  in 
defence  merely,  not  praying  for  a  separation  till  a  later  stage 


1  Shelfoid  Mar.  &  Div.  445 ;  Dillon  v,  Dillon,  3  Cart.  £c.  86,  7  Eng.  Ec  377, 
389 ;  Best  v.  Best,  in  the  Arches  Court,  Poynter  Mar.  &  Diy.  234,  235,  note. 

*  Poynter  Mar.  &  Div.  232 ;  Marsh  v.  Marsh,  2  Beasley,  281. 

*  Dobbyn  v.  Dobbyn,  Poynter  Mar.  &  DIt.  233,  note. 

*  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel.  668;  Marsh  9.  Manh,  snpra;  Harper  o.  Harper,  29 
Misso.^l. 

*  Qnincy  v.  Qoincy,  10  N.  H.  272 ;  Kukwall  o.  Ejrkwall,  2  Hag.  Con.  277,  4 
Bng.  £c.  541. 
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of  the  prooeeding ;  and  the  cireomstances  throughoat  showed 
him  to  have  been  willingly  blind  to  her  failings,  and  anxious 
to  retain  her  whether  she  was  guilty  or  not ;  the  court  held, 
that  he  was  not  entitled  to  have  his  prayer  for  a  divorce 
answered,  though  his  charge  of  adultery  was  proved  against 
her,  and  hers  of  cruelty  was  not  proved.^  Yet  we  may  ob- 
serve,  of  this  case,  that  it  plainly  embraced  a  compound,  not 
unusual  in  the  English  reports,  of  the  two  elements  of  con- 
donation and  connivance.  Dr.  Lushington  has  said  :  ^  The 
truth  is,  ^d  much'^of  the  obscurity  arises  from  the  fact,  that, 
in  the  various  discussions  on  this  subject,  the  line  of  distinc* 
tion  between  condonation  and  other  conduct  which  would 
equally  bar  a  remedy,  has  not,  and  I  might  perhaps  say  could 
not,  be  perfectly  observed.  Thus  it  is  that  condonation  has 
been  mixed  up  with  that  which,  though  it  works  the  same 
effect,  is  totally  dissimilar  in  its  nature.  Both  husband  and 
wife  may  so  repeatedly  forgive  adultery,  that  the  remedy  is 
forfeited,  the  party  showing  an  insensibility  to  the  injury.'' * 
We  may  observe  also,  that  the  above  facts  likewise  disclosed 
what  is  sometimes  technically  called  insincerity,  —  a  matter 
of  defence  to  be  mentioned  in  a  future  chapter.^ 

§  42  [361].  In  another  case.  Dr.  Lushington,  debating  the 
question  of  admitting  an  allegation  responsive  to  the  hus- 
band's libel,  observed :  *'  Although  Dr.  Dillon  pleads,  that  he 
did  not  believe  the  information  that  his  wife  had  slept,  on 
the  night  of  the  29th  of  December,  with  a  strange  man,  at 
the  imi  at  Gradshill ;  he  acts  as  if  he  did  credit  it,  and  he 
continues  to  cohabit  with  her  on  the  very  night  of  the  day 
on  which  he  receives  the  information.  Now  I  have  always 
understood  the  legal  principle  to  be  this :  that,  when  a  hus- 
band has  received  information  respecting  his  wife's  guilt,  and 
can  place  such  reliance  on  the  truth  of  it  as  to  act  on  it,  al- 

1  Best  V.  Best^  1  Add.  £c.  4U,  2  £Dg.  £c.  158 ;  a.  o.  in  the  Arches  Coiiit» 
Poynter  Mar.  &  Dir.  234,  note. 

'  Snow  o.  Snow,  2  Notes  Gas.  Snpp.'  1, 14.  See  Crewe  v.  Ccewe,  3  Hog.  Be. 
m,  132,  5  Sng.  Ec.45, 49j  ante,  ^  22,  23  and  note. 

*  Post,  H<K>  ei  seq. 
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though  he  is  not  bound  to  remove  his  wife  out  of  his  house^ 
he  ought  to  cease  marital  cohabitation  with  her."  But  on 
the  hearing  of  the  case  this  learned  judge  did  not  deem  the 
point  to  be  conclusive  against  Dr.  Dillon,  though  on  other 
^  grounds  he  gave  judgment  for  the  wife.^     If  a  person,  the 

friend  of  an  injured  wife,  makes  an  investigation  concerning 
an  adultery  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the  husband, 
and  thereupon  tells  her  there  is  no  cause  of  suspicion,  and 
she  is  therefore  reconciled  to  him,  she  will  be  presumed  to 
be  ignorant  of  the  adultery,  and  so  there  will  be  no  condon- 
ation.^ 

§  43  [362].-  Indeed  it  has  been  said,  —  and  this  appears  to 
be  the  sounder  view,  in  principle,  —  that,  for  cohabitation  to 
bar  as  a  condonation  the  husband's  remedy,  it  should  be  with 
his  knowledge,  not  only  of  the  offence  committed,  but  of  his 
abiUty  to  prove  it^  Because,  should  be  turn  off  his  wife  on 
the  charge,  which  he  is  unable  to  make  good  in  proof,  how- 
ever well  he  may  know  it  himself,  that  she  is  guilty,  for 
example,  of  adultery,  he  would  subject  himself  to  pay  for 
necessaries  which  any  person  might  furnish  her,  —  to  the 
suit,  in  England,  for  the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  —  to 
the  suit,  anywhere,  for  divorce,  resulting  in  a  decree  against 
him  for  alimony,  on  the  ground  either  of  cruelty  or  desertion, 
such  an  act  being  a  gross  one  of  cruelty,  though  perhaps  not 
alone  sufficient, — to  the  reproaches,  also,  of  the  community 
in  which  he  dwells,  for  having  inflicted  the  heaviest  injury 
on  one  whom  he  is  supposed  to  be  under  the  most  extreme 
obligation  to  protect  Therefore  to  infer  against  him  a  for- 
giveness of  his  wife's  adultery,  because  he  is  unwilling  to 
cast  himself  on  these  perils  for  the  sole  purpose  of  becoming 
a  matrimonial  martyr,  without  the  smallest  prospect  of 
accomplishing  thereby  any  useful  object,  is  to  draw  an  infer- 
ence as  destitute  of  foundation  in  human  nature  or  common 


1  Dillon  V.  Dillon,  8  Cart.  £c  86,  7  £ng.  Ec  877,  879,  889, 890. 

*  Bnmwell  v,  BramweU,  8  Hag.  Ec.  618,  5  Eng.  Ee.  282,  240. 

*  Qoincy  9.  Qoincy,  10  N.  H.  272,  274. 
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trath,  as  the  principle,  acted  upon,  would  be  of  any  relation- 
ship to  ordinary  justice.  In  such  a  case,  bis  cohabitation 
cannot  properly  be  deemed  "voluntary,"  within  the  true 
meaning  of  the  rule  making  voluntary  cohabitation  a  bar.' 
"  A  husband,"  says  Lord  Stowell,  "  has  suspicions  —  he  has 
some  intimations  —  he  has  enough  to  convince  his  own  mindj 
but  not  to  institute  a  legal  case.  In  that  distressing  interval, 
his  conduct  is  nice ;  and  it  is  difficult  to  refrain  from  cohab- 
itation, as  the  means  of  discovery  would  be  frustrated ;  and, 
if  he  continues  cohabitation,  it  then  becomes  liable  to  that 
species  of  imputation  which  has  passed  to  the  disadvantage 
of  this  gentleman:"* — "Observations,"  says  Dr.  Lushing- 
ton,  "  which  apply  to  a  case  where  there  is  no  direct  evidence 
of  the  fact,  although  there  are  circumstances  which  render 
the  fact  probable ; "  and  it  seems  to  be  conceded,  that,  under 
such  circumstances,  the  husband  is  not  barred  by  continuing 
to  cohabit  with  the  wife.^  But  where  his  ability  to  produce 
the  proof  is  commensurate  with  his  knowledge,  there  is  no 
scope  for  this  distinction. 

^  44  [363].   In  the  last  chapter,  we  considered  some  cir- 
cumstances in  which  a  party  is  held  to  connive  at  the  adul- 


^  In  Hofmire  v.  Hpfinire,  7  Paige,  60,  Chancellor  Walworth  seems  to  be  of  the 
opinion,  that  cohabitation,  bj  the  wife  with  her  hnsband,  after  a  priyate  confession 
to  her  of  an  act  of  adultery  which  she  is  anable  to  proye,  would  not  bar  her 
rait  for  diroToe,  broogfat  upon  a  sabseqnent  discorery.of  the  means  of  establish- 
ing his  gnilt.  And  he  says  :  **  His  pri\ate  admission  of  the  fact  to  her  was  not 
mfficient  to  aathorixe  her  to  take  any  proceeding  against  him,  or  CTen  to  protect 
her  friends  for  harboring  her  against  his  will,  if  she  had  then  abandoned  his  bed 
and  board."  See  D'Agnilar  v.  D'Agi^ar,  1  Hag.  Ec.  773,  d  Eng.  £c.  329,  337, 
where  Lord  Stowell  says  :  "  It  is  not  shown  she  knew  it  so  that  she  coold  legally 
pfoye  it.  If  it  was  shown  that  he  had  ayowed  it  to  her,  it  might  be  a  condonation 
as  to  that  particular  feet."  But  in  Timmings  v,  Timmings,  3  Hag.  Ec.  76,  5  Eng. 
£c  22,  23,  the  same  judge  obseryes :  "  Although,  by  the  roles  of  law,  a  confession 
does  not  satisfy  the  mind  of  the  judge,  it  must  satisfy  the  mind  of  the  husband, 
particularly  when  direct  and  unequiyocal,  as  in  the  present  instance.  And  what  is 
his  behayior  upon  it?  His  mother,  in  an  interrogatory,  says,  'he  wished  his  wife 
to  go  from  him ;  but,  on  the  intercession  of  friends,  he  consented  to  liye  with  her.' 
This,  then,  is  a  direct  condonation." 

*  Elwes  V.  Elwes,  1  Hag.  Con.  269,  S92,  4  Eng.  Ec.  401,  412. 

•  Dillon  9.  Dillon,  3  Curt.  Sc.  86,  7  Eog.  Ec.  377,  389. 
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tery  of  the  other  party,  becaase  of  being  too  free  to  forgive 
adultery  committed.^  The  substance  of  the  doctrine  there 
stated  is,  that,  as  a  man  may  be  charged  with  a  credit  pro- 
cured by  a  third  person,  if  formerly  he  has  paid  similar  claims, 
though  he  gave  in  fact  no  express  authority  to  the  third  per- 
son ;  so  a  husband,  overlooking  readily  an  adultery  commit- 
ted by  his  vtrife,  or  especially  overlooking  from  time  to  -time 
repeated  adulteries,  may  be  presumed  to  tacitly  authorize  her 
to  follow  her  adulterous  course.  But  where  no  scope  for  this 
doctrine  is  found  in  the  facts  of  a  case,  the  cohabitation,  to 
be  a  complete  bar,  must  be  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the 
adultery ;  and  the  forgiveness  of  one  act  is  not  the  forgive- 
ness of  another.  Indeed  a  party  might  consent  to  pardon  a 
single  offence  committed  under  mitigating  circumstances,  yet 
not  to  pardon  more  than  one,  much  less  a  series  of  offences.' 
And  there  is  a  strong  intimation  in  a  late  English  case,  which 
will  be  referred  to  again  further  on,  that,  if  the  party  against 
whom  the  condonation  is  alleged,  knew  of  only  a  part  of  the 
guilt  of  the  other  party,  the  condonation  does  not  attach  even 
to  what  was  known.^  An  insane  person,  on  being  restored 
to  reason,  may  condone  adultery  committed  during  his  in- 
sanity.* 

ft 

(  45  [364].  In  circumstances  wherein  condonation  is  suffi- 
ciently inferred  from  cohabitation,  there  need  not  be  a  con- 
tinued matrimonial  intercourse ;  it  is  enough,  at  least  with  re- 
gard to  the  husband,  if  he  has  been  once  in  bed  with  his  wife, 
after  knowledge  of  her  adultery.^    It  appears  to  be  so  also. 


1  Ante,  S  32. 

*  D'Agnilftr  v.  D'Aguilar,  1  Hag.  £c.  773, 8  Bng.  Ec.  829, 837;  Dnrant  v.  Dnrant, 
1  Hag.  Ec.  733,  8  Eng.  Ec.  310 ;  Tarton  v.  Taiton,  3  Hag.  Ec.  338,  5  Eng.  Be 
130, 136  ;  Bramwell  v.  Bramwell,  8  Hag.  Ec.  618,  5  Eng.  Ec.  282,  238. 

*  Dempster  v.  Dempster,  2  Swab.  &  T.  438.    See  post,  ^  65. 

*  Pamell  v.  Famell,  2  Phillim.  158, 160,  1  Eng.  Ec.  220,  222. 

*  Hutchison  v.  Hutchison,  a  Scotch  case,  cited  1  Eras.  Dom.  Rel.  667 ;  Tim* 
mings  p.  Timmings,  3  Hag.  Be.  76,  5  Bng.  Be.  22;  ante,  §  22,  42;  Snow  v. 
Snow,  2  Notes  Cas.  Snpp.  1, 14. 

[84] 


CHAP.  lY.]  OONBOKATION.  ^  46 

• 

in  some  circnmstances,  even  with  regard  to  the  wife.^  Yet 
the  doctrine  thus  stated  is  not  absolute  and  free  from  excep- 
tion ;  it  is  qualified  in  various  ways  and  degrees,  particularly  as 
applied  to  the  wife.  In  sections  further  on,'  this  matter  will 
be  resumed ;  and  the  reader  should  take  into  his  consideration 
what  is  said  there,  in  connection  with  what  is  said  here.  And 
an  excuse  may  exist  for  a  brief  cohabitation,  which  would 
not  apply  to  a  longer  one ;  a  difference,  likewise,  in  respect 
to  condonation,  between  adultery  and  cruelty.' 


11.     Some  Views  aUendant  on  the  Greneral  Doctrine. 

§  46  [365].  Where  the  husband  and  wife-  have  separate 
beds,  and  no  sexual  intercourse,  condonation  is  not  always 
to  be  inferred  from  their  living  in  the  same  house  together.^ 
Poynter  says,  it  is  not  necessary  ''that  a  husband  should 
instantly  close  his  doors  uponi^  an  offending,  and,  it  may  be, 
repentant  wife ;  recollecting  her  former  innocence,  he  may 
indulge,  at  least,  in  some  feelings  of  pity  for  her  degraded 
situation ;  and,  until  a  fit  retirement'  is  provided,  allow  her 
the  protection  of  his  roof,  but  not  the  solace  of  his  bed."  Yet 
he  thinks  ''  condonation  may  possibly  be  inferred,  more  par* 
ticularly  against  the  husband,  if  within  a  reasonable  time  the 


^  Delliber  v.  DeOiber,  9  Conn.  233.  See,  however,  Gardner  r.  Gardner,  2  Graj, 
434 ;  Armstrong  v.  Armstrong,  32  Mittis.  279,  290,  298. 

'  Post,  §  49-52.  *  Snow  v.  Snow,  2  Notes  Gas.  Sapp.  1. 

*  Dance  v.  Dance,  1  Hag.  Ec.  794,  note,  3  Eng.  Ec.  341 ;  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel. 
666  ;  Westmealh  v.  Westmeath,  2  Hag.  Ec.  Snpp.  1, 118,  4  Eng.  Ec.  238,  292; 
D'Agoilar  v.  D'Agnilar,  1  Hag.  Ec.  733,  3  Eng.  Ec.  329,  335  ;  Snow  v.  Snow,  2 
Notes  Gas.  Sapp.  1,  16.  In  Westmeath  v.  Westmeath,  the  husband,  having  in- 
flicted acts  of  cnielty  upon  his  wife,  in  consequence  of  which  the  parties  separated 
nnder  articles, — brought,  snbseqaently  to  this  separation,  a  soit  against  her  for 
the  restitation  of  conjugal  rights.  She  answered  this  suit  by  setting  up  the  ante- 
cedent cruelty,  and  prayed  for  a  divorce ;  to  escape  from  which,  he  replied  in  an 
allc^tion  of  condonation.  And  the  court  held,  that  her  permitting  him,  at  the 
urgent  request  of  himself  and  their  mutual  friends,  in  order  to  prevent  the  rupture 
becoming  public,  to  occupy,  for  a  short  time,  a  separate  bedroom  in  her  house,  and 
to  dine  with  her,  did  not  amount  to  condonation ;  neither  did  it  proye  that  she  did 
noi  consider  cohabitation  unsafe.    And  see  ante,  4  42. 
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parties  do  not  entirely  separate."  ^  The  general  presamption 
iS)  that  married  persons  living  in  the  same  house  do  live  on 
terms  of  matrimonial  cohabitation ;  but  this  presumption  may 
be  repelled  by  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case.^  K 
the  husband  has  removed  his  wife  from  him,  and  she  alleges 
a  condonation  by  an  act  of  intercourse  with  her  after  such 
removal,  she  must  prove  such  act  by  clear  and  distinct 
evidence.' 

* 

§  47  [366].  A  mere  promise  of  future  forgiveness,  or  an 
unaccepted  invitation  to  the  guilty  party  to  return  to  the 
matrimonial  bed,  with  an  offer  of  condonation  on  this  event, 
amounts  to  no  more  than  a  willingness  to  condone,  or  an 
overture,  not  binding  till  accepted,  and  subject  to  be  with- 
drawn, like  any  other  offer :  it  is  not  condonation,  it  does  not 
bar  the  remedy.^  A  contrary  doctrine  appears  to  have  been 
in  the  minds  of  the  judges  in  an  Indiana  case,  where  it  was 
observed :  ''  Although  the  testimony  before  us  is  extremely 
vague,  it  may  yet  be  inferred,  if  any  part  is  properly  appli- 
cable to  the  charge  of  adultery,  that  the  commission  of  that 
offence  by  the  defendant  was  known  to  the  plaintiff  when  he 
endeavored  to  induce  her  to  return  to  him.  Such  an  effort, 
made  with  knowledge  of  the  fact,  was  a  waiver  of  any  right 
of  relief."  ^  But  the  doctrine  here  suggested  is  so  foreign  to 
the  spirit  of  all  just  laws ;  it  so  overlooks  also  the  estabUshed 
principle  of  our  jurisprudence,  that  the  thought  of  a  man, 
undeveloped  in  act,^  is  not  to  bind  him ;  as  to  create  doubt, 
whether  it  would  be  adopted,  after  consideration,  by  any 
court.7     Yet  evidence  of  such  an  offer  from  a  complaining 


^  Poyntor  Mar.  &  Diy.  236.    Bat  see  Wright  v.  Wright,  6  Texas,  3. 
s  Beeby  v.  Beeby,  1  Hag.  £c.  789, 3  Eng.  338,  342 ;  Snow  v.  Snow,  2  Notei 
Caa.  Bapp.  1,  13 ;  1  Fraa.  Dom.  Bel.  666. 

*  Campbell  v.  Campbell,  Deane  &  Swabej,  285. 

^  Popkin  V,  Popkin,  1  Hag.  £c.  766,  3  Eng.  Ec.  325,  326 ;  Ferreri  v.'Ferreia,  1 
Hag.  £c.  781,  note,  3  Eng.  Ec.  334 ;  Qnarles  v.  Qnarles,  19  Ala.  363;  Peacock  o. 
Peacock,  1  Swab.  &  T.  183 ;  Severn  v.  ScTem,  3  Grant,  IT.  C.  Ch.  431. 

*  ChristianberTy  v,  Chriatianbeny,  3  Blackf.  202. 

*  See  1  Bishop  Crim.  Law,  §  312. 

f  The  case  of  Keats  v.  Keata,  1  Swab.  &  T.  334,  is  not  only  contzaiy  to  this  In- 
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wife,  in  a  cause  of  cruelty,  might  be  important  as  showing 
she  did  not  believe  there  was  personal  danger  in  the  cohab- 
itation ;  perhaps  algo  it  might,  in  some  circumstances,  afford 
auxiliary  proof  of  condonation.^ 

§  48  [367].  A  condonation  may  be  inferred  from  the  par- 
ty's neglecting  to  prosecute  a  suit  for  divorce  already  com- 
menced;^ and  this  circumstance,  contrary  to  the  general 
rule,^  has  been  deemed  to  press  more  heavily  against  the 
wife  than  the  husband.^  Perhaps  the  reason  of  this  unusual 
discrimination  in  the  husband's  favor  may  be,  that,  after  the 
wife  has  commenced  her  suit,  she  not  only  is  out  of  his  power 
or  control,  but  she  may  ordinarily  compel  him  to  provide  the 
means  to  carry  it  on  ;  while  he,  if  plaintiff,  might  be  impelled 
to  discontinue  it  from  apprehensions  of  poverty.  But  mat- 
ters of  this  kind  plainly  need  to  be  considered  in  reference  to 
the  circumstances  of  particular  cases,  rather  than  to  be  de- 
veloped into  general  rules.  Moreover,  the  dismissal  of  a  suit, 
by  agreement  of  the  parties,  has  been  held  to  bar  a  future 
suit  for  the  same  cause ;  the  principle  being,  it  seems,  that 
the  agreement  and  dismissal  operate  as  a  species  of  condo- 
nation.^ We  may  doubt  also,  whether  this  would  be  the 
consequence  under  all  circumstances. 

§  49  [368].    Condonation  is  not  so  easily  inferred  and  is 
not  so  i^ct  a  bar  against  the  wife  as  against  the  husban4.^ 


diana  doctrine,  but  it  almost  holds,  perhaps  quite,  that  no  words  alone,  without 
some  act  of  receiving  back  the  wife,  possibly  it  need  not  be  sleeping  in  the  same 
bed  with  her,  will  amount  to  condonation.    And  see  ante,  ^  34,  37. 

1  See  ante,  S  S^t  note  ;  post,  \  4S;  Johns  jo,  Johns,  29  Ga.  718. 

«  Walker  ».  Walker,  2  PhiUim.  163.  »  Post,  S  4^- 

«  Betcher  v.  Betcher,  cited  2  Phillim.  155. 

^  Smyth  V.  Smyth,  4  Hag.  £c  509,  514. 

*  Wood  V.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108 ;  Angle  v.  Angle,  1  Robertson,  634,  640,  641 ; 
Dance  v.  Danoe,  1  Hag.  £c.  794,  note,  3  Eng.  Ec.  341 ;  Westmeath  v.  Westmeath, 
8  Hag.  Ec.  Snpp.  1,  4  Eng.  Ec.  238,  290;  Turton  v,  Turton,  3  Hag.  Ec.  338, 
850,  5  Eng.  Ec.  130  ;  Walker  v.  Walker,  2  Phillim.  153,  156  ;  Bowie  v,  Bowie,  3 
Md.  Ch.  51 ;  Gardner  v.  Gardner,  2  Gray,  434,  441 ;  Armstrong  v.  Armstrong,  32 
Misds.  279,  290,  298 ;  1  Fras.  Dom.  Rel.  667. 
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"  A  woman,"  says  Lord  StoweU,  ^  has  not  the  same  control 
over  her  husband,  has  not  the  same  guard  over  his  honor, 
has  not  the  same  means  to  enforce  the  matrimonial  vow ;  his 
guilt  is  not  of  the  same  consequence  to  her ;  therefore  the 
rule  of  condonation  is  held  more  laxly  against  the  wife."^ 
"  It  is  not  improper,"  he  remarks  in  another  case,  <^  she  should 
for  a  time  show  a  patient  forbearance ;  she  may  find  a  diffi- 
culty either  in  quitting  his  house  or  withdrawing  from  his 
bed.  The  husband,  on  the  other  hand^  cannot  be  compelled 
to  the  bed  of  his  wife ;  a  woman  may  submit  to  necessity. 
It  is  too  hard  to  term  submission  mere  hypocrisy.  It  may 
be  a  weakness,  pardonable  in  many  circumstances."  ^  But 
this  discrimination  in  favor  of  the  wife  will  not  be  carried  to 
extremes ;  neither  will  it  be  applied  to  cases  in  which  the 
reason  whereon,  as  a  general  doctrine,  it  rests^  does  not  exist. 
It  will  not  therefore  justify  the  wife  in  living  in  the  same 
house  with  her  husband's  concubine,  sharing  the  turpitude 
of  his  crime,  partaking  of  a  polluted  bed.^  And  it  has  been 
considered  in  Scotland,  with  much  apparent  reason,  that,  if 
the  wife  is  living  beyond  the  influence  of  the  husband,  as 
with  her  father  or  brother,  the  same  circumstances  which 
would  show  a  condonation  by  him,  will  show  a  like  condo- 
nation by  her.^  In  accordance  also  with  this  enlightened 
view,  Xiord  Stowell,  in  an  English  case,  said :  "  It  is  mate- 
rial to  observe,  how  the  return  to  cohabitation  was  brought 
about ;  as  it  will  weigh,  whether  there  was  a  condonation, 
and  what  was  the  efiect."  ^ 

§  50  [369].    Cruelty  may  be  the  subject  of  condonation,  as 

1  D'Agailar  v.  D'Aguilar,  1  Hag.  Ec.  77S,  d  Eng.  Ec.  S29,  337. 

<  Beeby  v,  Beebj,  1  Hag.  Ec.  789,  3  Eng.  Ec.  33S,  341.  See  also  Delliber  v. 
Delliber,  »  Conn.  233.  And  see  remarks  of  Lord  Meadowbank,  in  Greenhill  v. 
Ford,  cited  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel.  667 ;  and  of  Sir  John  NichoU,  in  Dnrant  v,  Dnrant, 
1  Hag.  Ec.  733,  3  Eng.  Ec.  310,  319. 

*  Kirkweil  v.  Eirkwell,  2  Hag.  Con.  277 ;  ante,  4  23,  note. 

*  Lothian  on  Consist.  Law,  163 ;  1  Fras.  Dom.  BeL  668.  See  Bowie  v.  Bowie, 
3  Md.  Ch.  51. 

*  D'Agnilar  v.  D'Agnilar,  1  Hag.  Ec.  773,  781,  3  Eng.  Ec.  329,  334.  And  see 
ante,  §  48. 
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well  as  adultery ;  ^  "  and  though,"  says  Dr.  Lushington,  "  in 
questions  of  condonation,  I  have  almost  uniformly  found  the 
same  doctrine  attempted  to  be  applied  to  condonation  both 
of  adultery  and  cruelty,  still  I  think  the  two  offences  are  so 
distinct  in  their  nature,  that  the  same  considerations  cannot 
be  equally  applicable  to  both."  *  The  acts  of  cruelty,  with 
the  means  of  proving  them,  are  generally,  not  necessarily, 
known  as  they  occur ;  and  in  almost  every  instance  the 
cruelty  consists,  not  in  a  single  act,  revealed  at  once,  like 
adultery,  but  in  "  successive  acts  of  ill  treatment  at  least,  if 
not  of  personal  injury ;  so  that  something  of  a  condonation 
of  earlier  ill  treatment  must  in  such  cases  necessarily  take 
place."*  To  hold,  therefore,  the  doctrine  strictly,  as  in  adul- 
tery, might  operate  severely  and  unjustly. 

§  51  [370].  It  has  been  apparently  laid  down  in  Massa- 
chusetts^  and  Pennsylvania,^  that  the  doctrine  of  condona- 
tion, at  least  the  presumption  of  condonation^arising  from 
cohabitation,  is  inapplicable,  as  against  the  wife,  to  causes  of 
cruelty.  This  exception,  unknown  in  England,  'is  not  gen- 
erally allowed  in  the  United  States ;  ^  and  the  cases  which 
recognize  it  appear  not  to  have  proceeded  upon  any  exten- 
sive or  well-considered  view  of  the  subject."^  Indeed,  the 
Massachusetts  court,  in  a  very  late  decision,  expressly  as- 
serted the  applicability  of  the  doctrine  in  these  circumstances ; 


1  Bnrr  v.  Burr,  10  Paige,  20;  Whispel  v,  Whispel,  4  Barb.  217 ;  Barnes  v. 
Barnes,  Wright,  475 ;  Questel  v.,  Qoestel,  Wright,  491 ;  McDwire  v.  McDwire, 
Wright,  354;  Threewits  v.  Thieewits,  4  Des.  560;  Mastan  v.  Hiasten,  15  N.  H. 
159, 160;  Wright  v.  Wright,  8  Texas,  168,  187. 

'  Snow  V.  Snow,  2  Notes  Oas.  Sapp.  1,15. 

*  Sur  John  NichoU,  in  Westmeath  v.  Westmeath,  2  Hag.  £c.  Snpp.  1,  4  Eng. 
£e.  238,  290 ;  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel.  462. 

^  Perkins  v.  Perkins,  6  Mass.  69. 

*  Hollister  v.  Hollister,  6  Barr,  449.  See  Tiffin  v.  Tiffin,  2  Binn.  202 ;  Mc- 
Karracher  v.  McKarracher,  3  Yeates,  56. 

*  See  cases  cited  ante,  S  50. 

^  This,  however,  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Scotch  courts ;  and,  in  Scott  r.  Camp- 
Mi,  the  Commissaries  sustained  the  following  view  of  the  matter,  as  a  sufficient 
answer  to  a  plea  of  condonation  fovnded  on  cohabitation  :  "  Separation  from  bed 
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overraling,  if  overruling  were  necessary,  the  former  adjudica- 
tion.^ Still  there  are  reasons  which  should  lead  the  courts  to 
apply  the  doctrine  of  condonation,  in  cases  of  cruelty,  with 
great  caution,  and  with  a  view  to  its  equity,  rather  than  its 
strict  letter.  The  peculiar  nature  of  the  offence  of  cruelty, 
as  generally  witnessed,  developing  itself  by  degrees,  and  so 
slowly  as  seldom  to  reveal  even  to  the  sufferer  the  precise  line 
between  the  endurable  and  the  unendurable ;  the  difficulty  a 
wife  experiences  in  making  up  her  mind,  in  a  single  hour  or 
day,  whether  she  can  longer  bear  her  burden ;  the  fact,  that 
often  she  cannot  herself  know  certainly,  and  at  once,  whether 
or  not  she  is  in  bodily  peril,  which  is  the  true  criterion  of 
legal  cruelty,  and,  that  while  in  suspense  she  must  continue 
the  cohabitation,  —  should  lead  to  great  caution  in  inferring, 
against  her,  condonation  of  cruelty,  from  subsequent  cohab- 
itation.' 

§  52  [371]^  Until  the  wife  has  determined  to  leave  her 
husband,  and  cast  herself  on  her  legal  rights,  she  should  use 
the  means  best  adapted  to  reclaim  him.  And  Lord  Stowell^ 
has  laid  it  down,  and  Dr.  Lushington  has  confirmed  what 


Mid  board,  upon  the  head  of  maltreatment,  was,  for  the  most  part,  founded  on  the 
multiplicity  and  renewing  the  acts  of  maltreatment,  and  therefore  the  continiung  of 

■  cohabitation  was  never  a  good  defence  against  this  separation ;  for  one  act  or  two 
might  not  be  sufficient,  and  yet  a  complication  was,  because  it  demonstrated  a  con- 
tinnanoe  of  the  maleroloos  mind,  and  therefore  these  acts  of  maltreatment  were 
always  conjoined,  though  there  be  an  interim  cohabitation  in  hopes  of  amendment ; 
and,  if  it  were  not  so,  there  conld  be  almost  no  separations  on  the  head  of  mal- 
treatment, for,  the  acts  consisting  in  a  tract,  it  necessarily  supposed  an  interim 
cohabitation,  and  was  reiy  difibrent  from  the  case  of  diyorce  on  the  head  of  adul- 
tery ;  because  there  one  act  is  tnohtio  fidei  oonjugaUs,  and  therefore  cohabitation, 

•after  knowledge  thereof,  was  understood  to  be  a  tacit  remission ;  which  was  rery 

•difierent  fiom  maltreatment."  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel.  462 ;  Macfiurlane  v.  Mac£u!lane, 
1 1  Scotch  Sess.  Cas.  r.  b.  533.    But  in  Scotland,  condonations  are  not  conditional, 

:  as  in  the  English  law ;  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel.  668 ;  whence  the  necessity  of  the  fore- 
going doctrine. 

1  Gardner  r.  Gardner,  2  Gray,  434,  441. 

^  "  The  last  drop  makes  the  cup  of  bitterness  overflow."    Lord  Jeflfrey  in  Mac- 

tfarlane  v.  Macfarlane,  1 1  Scotch  Sess.  Cas.  v.  B.  533. 

*  D'Agnikr  v.  D'Aguilar,  1  Hag.  £c  773,  781,  3  Eng.  Ec.  329. 
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he  said,^  that  patient  endaraiice  of  ill-treatment  is  not  only 
no  bar  to  a  wife's  suit,  but  raises  no  presumption  against 
the  *  truth  of  her  oomplainL  The  lattor  of  these  judges  ob* 
serves,  that  ^connubial  cohabitation,  after  the  last  act  of 
cruelty,  is  not  necessarily  and  universally  a  bar,  as  condona- 
nation,  to  a  wife's  suit ;  even  though  such  cohabitation  may 
be,  in  one  sense,  a  voluntary  cohabitation,  or  may  not  be 
forced  or  fraudulently  brought  about  by  the  husband ; "  and 
that  '^whether  such  coanubial  intercourse  shall  operate  as 
a  bar  must  depend  on  all  the  circumstances  of  each  indi- 
vidual case."  And  where  the  parties  were  in  a  foreign 
country,  and  the  wife,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances,  con- 
tiDued  her  usual  cohabitation  with  her  husband  for  several 
days  after  his  last  act  of  cruelty,  she  was  held  not  to  be 
barred  thereby.^  A  late  case  even  intimates,  that,  if  a  wife 
leaves  her  native  country  with  her  husband  and  children,* 
for  the  purpose  o{  avoiding  a  separation  from  the  children, 
and  preventing  their  being  left  unprotected  and  alone  in  the 
hands  of  a  cruel  father,  this  continued  cohabitation  will  not 
amount  to  condonation.'  But  the  court,  in  the  former  of 
the  two  cases  last  mentioned,  carefully  abstained  from 
making  any  intimation^  that  the  same  lenient  doctrine  could 
be  applied  to  adultery.  There  is  a  late  Alabama  case,  going 
the  extreme  length  of  holding,  that  a  wife,  complaining  of  a 
gross  act  of  cruelty,  was  not  barred,  though  she  had  con- 
tinued the  cohabitation  two  years  ;^  but  evidently  the  cir- 
cumstances of  such  a  case  must  be  very  peculiar,  to  accord 
with  the  general  doctrine  elsewhere.^ 


^  Snow  o.  Snow,  2  Notes  CaB.  1, 16. 

*  Snow  9.  Snow,  snpra ;  b.  p.  in  Popkin  v,  Popkin,  1  Hag.  £c.  765,  where, 
under  diffisrent  circnmstanoes,  a  cohabitation  which  continued  from  earljin  De- 
oember  to,  the  6tfa  of  Jannaiy  waa  held  not  to  bar  the  wife;  8.  p.  alBO,  Dysart  v, 
Dywurt)  1  Bobertson,  106, 189,  641 ;  Whispell  v.  Whispell,  4  Barb.  217. 

*  Cnrtas  v.  Onrtis,  1  Swab.  &  T.  192,  200. 

*  Beeee  v.  Reese,  23  Ala.  785. 

*  See  Bowie  v.  Bowie,  8  Md.  Oh,  51 ;  Qardner  v.  Gardner,  2  Qnj,  484. 
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III.    3%e  CondUipnal  Quality  of  the  Condoning  Act. 

§  53  [371a].  Condonation  is  not  absolute  remission;  but, 
proceeding  on  the  idea  of  repentance  having  sprung  up  in 
the  loind  of  the  delinquent,  it  is  not  operative  in  a  case 
where  subsequent  facts  show  no  repentance  to  have  existed. 
Hence  comes  what  is  called  the  conditional  quality  of  con* 
donation.  The  condition  has  been  matter  of  some  differences 
of  judicial  opinion,  as  to  its  precise  limitations ;  but  the 
doctrine  which  seems  best  established,  as  one  alike  of  reason 
and  authority,  is  this,  —  that  the  original  offence  is  revived, 
the  condition  being  violated,  if  the  party  forgiven  does  not 
both  abstain  from  the  commission  of  the  like  offence  after- 
ward; and  moreover  treat  the  forgiving  party,  in  all  respects, 
with  conjugal  kindness.^  The  differences  of  opinion,  among 
judges  and  lawyers,  relate  to  the  latter  branch  of  this  prop- 
osition. 

§  54  [372].  As  late  as  the  year  1825,  the  precise  limitation 
of  the  condition  seems  to  have  been  open,  in  England,  to 
some  doubt;  therefore  when  the  case  of  Durant  t;.  Durant' 
was  argued  before  Sir  John  NichoU,  he  invited  the  atten- 
tion of  counsel  to  this  point  The  view  ultimately  taken  of 
the  evidence  rendered  unnecessary  any  absolute  decision  of 
the  question  of  doubt ;  namely,  whether  ill-treatment,  not 
amounting  to  legal  cruelty,  would  revive  condoned  adultery. 
In  this  case  the  particular  ill-treatment  consisted  in  making 
a  false  accusation  of  adultery  against  the  wife,  and  turning 
her  off.  The  accomplished  judge  leaned  strongly  to  the 
opinion,  that  the  condoned  adultery  was  revived,  and  said : 
"  Some  propositions  seem  to  be  admitted ;  first,  that  condo- 
nation is  accompanied  with  an  implied  condition ;  secondly, 
that  the  condition  implied  is  that  the  injury  shall  not  be 


1  And  see  DayiB  v.  Dayis,  19  ni.  334. 
*  Dnrant  9.  Durant,  I  Hag.  Ec.  733,  3  Eng.  Ec.  310. 
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repeated;  thirdly,  thai  a  repetition,  at  least  of  tlie  same 
injury,  does  away  the  condonation,  and  revives  the  former 
injury.  So  far  the  propositions  are  clear;  but  must  the 
injury  be  of  the  same  sort,  be  proved  in  the  same  clear  man- 
ner,  be  sufficient  per  se  to  found  a  separation  ? 

§  55  [373],  "  K  nothing,"  he  continued,  "  but  clear  proof 
of  actual  adultery  will  do  away  condonation  of  adultery, 
the  rule  of  revival  becomes  nearly  useless  ;  for  the  revival  is 
unnecessary.  The  only  possible  way  in  which  the  former 
adultery  could  bear,  would  be  in,  possibly,  inducing  the  court 
to  give  some  slight  additional  alimony ;  but  it  could  not 
bear,  even  in  that  way,  when  the  suit  is  brought  by  the  hus- 
band ;  in  which  case;  of  course,  there  would  be  no  question 
of  permanent  alimony.  It  appears  therefore  hardly  to  be 
consistent  with  common  sense,  that  clear  proof  of  an  actual 
fact  of  subsequent  adultery  should  be  necessary  to  remove 
the  bar ;  something  short  would  be  sufficient,  and  it  seemed 
almost  admitted,  though  no  direct  authority  was  adduced 
in  support  of  the  position,  that  solicitation  of  chastity  would 
remove  the  effect  of  condonation  of  adultery;^  but  still  it 
was  maintained,  that  it  must  be  '  an  injury  ejusdem  generis.^ 
It  is  difficult  to  accede  to  the  good  sense  even  of  that  prin- 
ciple ;  or  to  suppose,  that  the  implied  condition,  upon  which 
the  forgiveness  takes  place,  could  be :  '  You  may  treat  me 
with  every  degree  of  insult  and  harshness,  nay,  with  actual 
cruelty,  and  1  bar  myself  from  all  remedy  for  your  profligate 
adultery,  only  do  not  again  commit  adultery,  or  any  thing 
tending  to  adultery ; '  the  result  of  the  argument  is,  that  this 
must  be  supposed  to  be  the  condition  implied  when  the  con- 
donation of  adultery  takes  place.  .  The  plainer  reason,  and 
the  good  sense  of  the  implied  condition  is,  that  '  you  shall 
not  only  abstain  from  adultery,  but  shall  in  future  treat  me, 
in  every  respect  treat  me  (to  use  the  words  of  the  law)  with 
conjugal  kindness^  on  this  condition  I  will  overlook  the  past 
injuries  you  have  done  me.'     This  principle,  however,  does 

^  See  Snow  r.  Snow,  2  Notes  Cas.  Snpp.  1, 14. 
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not  rest  wholly  on  its  own  apparent  good  sense,  but  the 
court  has  authority  to  support  it"  And  he  showed,  that, 
as  far  back  at  least  as  1730,  facts  of  cruelty  were  clearly 
held  to  revive  condoned  adultery,^  even  .though  insufficient 
in  intensity  to  support  an  original  suit  on  the  ground  of 
cruelty.^ 

§  56  [374].  Dr.  Lnshington,  in  a  subsequent  case,  ob- 
served :  <<  I  take  it  to  be  acknowledged  law,  as  laid  down 
by  the  learned  Dean  of  the  Arches  in  Durant  t;.  Durant,  that 
cruelty,  to  revive  condoned  adultery,  may  be  less  violent  in 
degree,  and  less  stringent  in  proof,  than  when  it  forms  the 
original  charge.  In  my  view  that  principle  is  quite  con- 
sistent with  reason  ;  I  subscribe  to  it,  not*only  from  deference 
to  the  superior  court,  but  because  I  feel  it  to  be  most  con- 
sonant to  justice."  *  Sir  John  Nicholl  had  already,  in  a  case 
two  years  later  than  the  one  of  Durant  v.  Durant,  confirmed 
all  he  had  said  in  it  upon  the  subject,  and  without  hesitation 
or  qualification  defined  the  condition  attached  by  the  law  to 
condonation  to  be,  that  the  sufiering  party  shall  thereafter 
be  treated  with  conjugal  kindness.^  We  may  therefore  deem 
this  the  settled  English  doctrine ;  ^  and  Chancellor  Walworth 
was  justified  substantially,  though  his  words  were  not  liter- 
ally correct,  when  he  said :  "  The  English  courts  have  held, 
that,  to  revive  condoned  adultery,  it  was  not  necessary  that 
the  new  injury  should  be  of  the  same  nature ;  but  that  cru- 
elty, desertion,  or  other  improper  conduct  of  the  husband 
towards  the  wife  was  sufficient"* 


1  Worsley  v,  Woralej,  2  Lee,  672,  dted  1  Hag.  Be.  734,  762,  764,  3  Bng.  Ec 
311,  324.  And  se*  Bldred  v.  Eldred,  2  Gnrt.  Ec.  376,  7  Eng.  Ec  144, 148.  And 
tee  cases  cited  post,  \  66. 

s  Durant  v.  Darant,  1  Hag.  Ec.  783,  761,  3  Eng.  Ec.  310,  323;  D'Agnilar  v. 
B'Agnilar,  1  Hag.  Ec.  773,  3  Eng.  Ec.  329. 

*  Bramwell  v.  Bramweli,  3  Hag.  Ec.  618. 

*  Weatmeath  v.  Westmeaih,  2  Hag.  Ec.  Sapp.  1,  4  Eng.  Ec  238,  290. 

^  It  is  so  laid  down  in  Waddilove's  Digest,  p.  44,  referring  to  Dnrant  v.Dnrant, 
1  Hag.  Ec  746,  761 ;  Ferrers  v.  Ferrers,  1  Hag.  Con.  130 ;  D'Agailar  v.  D'Agni- 
lar,  1  Hag.  Ec  781 ;  Snow  v.  Snow,  2  Notes  Gas.  Sup.  10. 

^  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  4  F&ige,  460.    Of  die  same  opinion,  aa  to  the  English 
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^  67  [375].  In  New  York  and  several  of  our  other  States. 
adultery  is  ground  of  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony ; 
cruelty,  of  separation  only  from  bed  and  board.  And  the 
question  has  been  made,  whether,  in  these  States,  cruelty,  or 
other  conduct  of  a  like  legal  tendency,  will  revive  condoned 
adultery.  If,  by  the  English  doctrine,  imported  into  the 
United  States,  any  conjugal  unkindness  is  sufficient^  cruelty 
plainly  must  be ;  for,  though  our  law  inflicts  a  heavier  penalty 
upon  adultery  than  the  English  law  used  to  do,  it  does  not 
transform  cruelty  into  conjvgal  kindness.  Yet  this  question 
has  caused  embarrassment  in  New  York,  where  still  the 
English  rule  is  admitted  to  be  as  above  stated.^  The  case 
in  which  the  principal  discussion  rose,  is  Johnson  v,  Johnson. 
It  was  a  bill  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  the  husband's  adul- 
tery, which  had  been  condoned ;  but,  to  remove  the  effect  of 
the  condonation,  the  fact  was  shown  on  behalf  of  the  wife, 
that,  though  there  had  been  no  subsequent  adultery  or  even 
actual  violence,  yet  the  husband  had  totally  neglected  to  at- 
tend to  her  comfort,  had  insulted  her  with  opprobrious 
epithets  and  offensive  language,  and  had  otherwise  pursued 
toward  her  a  course  of  conduct  calculated  to  wound  her  feel- 
ings and  alienate  her  affections.  Vice-chancellor  IVfcCoun 
held,  that  the  condoned  adultery  was  thereby  revived ;  Chan- 
cellor Walworth,  on  appeal,  reversed  this  decision ;  the  Court 
of  Errors,  on  further  appeal,  reversed  the  decision  of  the 
Chancellor,  confirming  that  of  the  Vice-Chancellor.^     In  a 


doctrine,  were  the  Yice-Chanoellor,  and,  as  far  as  appeared,  all  the  members  of  die 
Court  of  Errors,  in  this  case.  1  Edw.  Ch.  439,  14  Wend.  637 ;  s.  p.  Batr  v.  But, 
10  Paige,  20,  34 ;  Whispell  v.  Whispell,  4  Barb.  217 ;  Qoincy  v.  Qoincy,  10  N.  H. 
373 ;  Phillips  v,  Phillips,  4  Blackf.  181,  note ;  Langdon  v,  Langdon,  25  Yt.  678; 
2  Greenl.  Ey.  i  53;  2  Kent  Com.  101,  note. 

1  Ante,  S  54. 

'  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  in  the  Y.  C.  Conrt,  1  Edw.  Ch.  439 ;  in  the  Ch.  Cottrt,  4 
Paige,  460;  in  the  Conrt  of  Errors,  14  Wend.  637 ;  Lockwood  Reversed  Cases,  141. 
The  opinion  of  the  Conrt  of  Errors  was  pronounced  hj  Chief  Justice  Savage,  and 
concurred  in  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  and  Senators  Armstrong,  Beciiwith,  Bishop, 
Cropsej,  Griffin,  Kemble,  I^acey,  MacDonald,  and  Willes.  Senator  Tracey  gave 
a  dissenting  opinion,  in  which  he  was  sustained  by  Senators  Downing,  Edmonds, 
Edwards,  Fiak,  Lansing,  Mack,  Maison,  and  Yan  Schaick.    When  the  court  came 
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later  case,  in  which  the  wife  had  forgiven  her  husband's 
adaltery,  and  after  this  forgiveness  he  had  committed  a 
felony,  and  was  sentenced  for  it  to  prison,  Vice-ChanceUor 
McCoan,  confirmed  on  appeal  by  Chancellor  Walworth, 
held,  that  the  adaltery  was  revived.^ 

^  58  [376].  Where  the  subsequent  acts  are  of  the  same 
nature  with  the  former  ones,  savoring  also  of  them,  there  is 
no  difficulty  of  principle  in  maintaining,  that  less  is  required 
than  would  establish  an  original  complaint ;  and,  to  this 
point,  the  authorities  are  quite  clear.  "  It  is  held,"  says  Lord 
Stowell,  "  that  words  of  heat  and  passion,  of  incivility  or  re- 
proach, are  not  alone  sufficient  for  an  original  cause;  nor 
harshness  of  behavior ;  but  I  cannot  but  think  their  operation 
would  be  stronger  in  condonation.  Words,  otherwise  of 
heat,  receive  a  different  interpretation,  if,  upon  former  occa- 
sions, they  have  been  accompanied  with  acts  ;  if  it  is  appar- 
ent that  the  party  was  in  the  habit  of  following  up  words 
with  blows ;  and,  on  these  grounds,  I  am  of  opinion  much 
less  is  sufficient  to  destroy  condonation  than  to  found  an 
original  suit"  '  So  any  conduct,  which,  after  a  reconcilia- 
tion of  the  parties  in  a  case  of  cruelty,  creates  reasonable 
apprehension  of  personal  violence,  will  revive  the  condoned 

to  Betde  the  decree,  Senator  Eemble  said  he  had  giYe»hi8  role  on  the  groond,  that 
he  did  not  regaid  the  condonation  as  sufficiently  established  in  proof,  and  that^ 
therefore,  he  had  not  considered  the  question  of  reviyal.  The  reporter,  in  a  note, 
since  confirmed  bj  Chancellor  Walworth  (Burr  v.  Burr,  10  Paige,  20,  35 ;  but  see 
Whispell  V.  Whispell,  4  Barb.  217),  drew  the  inference,  from  this  fact,  that  the 
question  was  still  open  in  New  York ;  but  why,  it  does  not  appear,  since,  throwing 
out  the  vote  of  Kemble,  for  it  could  not  be  counted  the  other  way,  there  would  be 
left  ten  to  nine.  And  Mr.  Lockwood,  in  his  Reversed  Cases,  p.  141,  says :  "  We 
believe  the  profession  consider  the  question  very  well  tettled  by  the  opinion  of  Chief 
Justice  Savage." 

1  Hofiinire  v,  Hoffinire,  3  Edw.  Ch.  173;  Hofmue  v,  Hofinire,  7  Paige,  60. 
And  see  post,  \  64. 

s  D'Aguilar  v.  D'Aguilar,  1  Hag.  £c.  773,  3  Eng.  Ec  829,  336.  And  see 
Westmeath  v.  Westmeath,  2  Hag.  Ec  Supp.  1,  4  Eng.  Ec.  238,  290;  Durant  v. 
Durant,  1  Hag.  Ec.  733,  3  Eng.  Ec.  310,  327;' Whispell  ^o.  Whispell,  4  Barb. 
217  ;  Burr  v,  Bunr,  10  Paige,  20;  Langdon  o.  Langdon,  26  Yt.  678;  Harrison  v, 
Harrison,  20  Ala.  629 ;  Hughes  r.  Hughes,  19  Ala.  307 ;  Webster  v.  Webster,  88 
Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  216;  Sopwitii  v.  Sopwith,  2  Swab.  &  T.  160, 167. 
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cruelty ; '  in  fact,  it  is  cruelty  itself.'  The  condonation  having 
presumptively  proceeded  on  evidence  of  a  change  of  temper, 
acts  which  ^f  themselves  fall  short  of  cruelty,  may  plslinly 
show  that  no  change  did  take  place ;  and,  though  not  of 
themselves  sufficient  evidence  of  danger  to  the  injured  party, 
may  make  the  danger  apparent  when  connected  with  what 
went  before.® 


1  V^TestmeaUi  v.  V^Testmeath,  Bapra;  Gardner  v.  Gardner,  2  Gray,  AM,  442; 
Nogees  v,  Nogees,  7  Texas,  538 ;  Wri^t  v.  Wright,  6  Texas,  a,  21. 

«  Vol.  L  717,  729,  7rf. 

'  Dr.  Loshington,  in  considering  the  admissibilitj  of  a  libel,  made  the  following 
dbaervations :  "  Has  any  thing  occurred  since  March,  which  can  revise  the  cruelty 
alleged  to  have  taken  place  previonsly  ?  Now  this  is  a  subject  which  has  been  dis- 
cussed oyer  and  over  again,  in  this  court,  and  on  which  it  is  very  difficult  to  lay 
down  any  precise  or  general  principles ;  to  reviye  condoned  cruelty,  there  must  be 
something  of  the  same  kind  as  would  have  supported  a  suit  originally  for  cruelty, 
such  as  violence,  or  threats  of  violence ;  but  the  acts  need  not  be  of  the  same  string- 
ent kind ;  something  short  will  be  sufficient,  provided  it  be  shown,  that  the  husband 
continoes  in  the  same  state  of  mind,  and  as  incapable  of  controlling  himself,  as 
when  he  actually  oonmiitted  the  former  acts  of  cruelty.  Now,  the  eleventh  and 
twelfth  articles  contain  the  chaiges  of  cruelty.  The  first  averment  in  the  eleventh 
article  is, '  that  the  husband  compelled  the  wife  to  sleep  in  a  garret  of  his  house, 
notwithstanding  her  lameness,  arising  fiiom  paralysis,  while  he  himself  slept  sepa- 
rate and  apart,  in  another  room.'  This  chaige,  standing  alone,  is  no  act  of  cruelty 
of  which  this  .court  can  take  notice ;  this  court  cannot  compel  parties,  man  and 
wife,  to  sleep  together,  in  one  and  the  same  bed.  Then  it  is  alleged,  *  tl^at  she  is 
not  permitted  to  enter  any  room  in  the  house,  except  the  parlor,  in  which  she  takes 
her  meals.'  Whether  this  is  a  measure  of  harshness  or  not,  it  is  impossible  for  the 
court  to  say,  unless  all  the  circumstances  are  before  it ;  primA  fade,  this  cannot 
come  within  ibn  rules  of  cruelty  as  laid  down  in  this  court.  Then  it  is  alleged, 
'  that  the  meals  provided  for  her  are  of  an  unwholesome  nature,  consisting  of  par- 
ticalar  meat,  foihidden  by  the  wife's  medical  attendants.'  Now  I  must  say  this  is 
a  circttmstance  of  a  slight  nature,  which  never  yet  found  its  way  into  a  libel  of 
cruelty.  This  court  cannot  investigate  circumstances  of  this  kind ;  and,  supposing 
tfaem  to  be  proved,  they  never  could  be  held  to  constitute  acts  of  cruelty.  Then  the 
libel  goes  on  to  allege,  *  that  the  husband  has  frequently  got  druifk,  and,  when  sOf 
has  abused  his  wifo  with  gross  appellations.'  Mere  intoxication,  unless  leading  to 
penonal  violence,  is  no  ground  for  a  divorce ;  no  appellation,  although  gross  and 
leprehensible,  can  give  a  legal  groimd  for  a  separation.  None  of  the  matters  al- 
leged in  the  eleventh  article  constitute  a  revival  of  cruelty ;  assuming  it  to  have 
been  committed  before  the  suit  for  restitution  of  conjugal  rights.  The  twelfth 
article,  after  stating,  in  general  terms,  what  is  absolutely  useless, '  that  the  husband 
continued  his  harsh  and  cruel  behavior,  as  before  the  return  of  the  wife '  —  what 
this  means  I  do  not  know ;  no  evidence  could  be  taken  in  such  an  article — goes  on 
to  allege, '  that  the  husband  removed  the  wife's  walking-stick,  or  crutch ;  that  ho 
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§  59  [377].  On  a  like  reason,  sappose  the  husband  in  the 
habit  of  drinking  to  intoxication,  and  of  abusing  his  wife  in 
his  fits  of  drunkenness ;  and  suppose  the  parties,  after  separa- 
tion, to  be  reconciled  on  his  promise  of  leading  a  temperate 
life ;  in  such  a  case,  the  wife  might  show  his  former  abuse, 
in  connection  with  its  cause,  and  show,  that,  subsequently  to 
the  reconciliation,  he  was  intoxicated,  in  aid  of  her  proofs  of 
subsequent  cruelty.  And  it  was  remarked  by  Desaussure,  J., 
that,  '<  if  a  woman  forgives  ill  usage,  and  returns  to  her  hus- 
band, on  promises  of  good  usage,  she  shall  not  afterwards 
obtain  the  protection  and  assistance  of  this  court,  if  those 
promises  have  been  faithfully  kept,  and  she  again  leaves  her 
husband  from  caprice ;  but,  if  there  are  clear  indications  of  a 
breach  of  those  promises,  and  some  actual  ill  usage,  she  is 
not  bound  to  wait  for  extremities,  as  in  the  first  instance,  but 
may  depart  as  soon  as  she  finds  the  promises  violated,  and 
her  husband  returning  to  his  old  bad  habits.  She  has  a  right 
to  judge  of  the  future  by  the  past;  and  the  court  will  con- 
nect the  whole  of  his  conduct,  in  order  to  form  a  correct 
judgment"  ^ 

§  60  [378].  A  case  decided  by  the  judicial  committee  of 
the  Privy  Council  in  1840,  is  briefly  reported  as  foUows  :  — 
'*  Though  a  slighter  offence  (not  a  slight  offence)  will  revive 


caoBed  the  windows  of  the  parlor  to  be  fastened  and  painted  outside.'  The  first 
part  18, 1  presame,  meant  to  show  that  the  wife  is  unable  to  make  her  escape ;  the 
second  part  I  do  not  see  the  releyancy  of.  Taking  this  statement  to  the  fullest  ex- 
tent,  it  only  shows,  that,  during  some  parts  of  the  months  of  June  and  July,  the  wife 
was  not  permitted  to  leave  the  house ;  this,  standing  alone,  cannot  reyiye  former 
cmeltj.  I  do  not  saj,  that,  if  the  former  cruelty  had  been  of  a  different  descrip* 
tion,  if  blows  had  been  struck,  and  life  put  in  danger,  or  threats  approaching  toim- 
mediate  violence,  that  harshness  pf  conduct  may  not  amount  to  a  revival  of  cruelty^ 
although  in  another  shape,  and  less  likely  to  lead  to  actual  commission.  In  this 
case  there  is  not  one  act  of  cruelty;  there  is  no  personal  violence,  no  one  threat; 
nothing,  in  short,  which  the  wife  did  not  risk  the  peril  of  when  she  took  upon  her- 
self the  yoke  of  matrimony.  I  reject  this  libel."  Evans  v.  Evans,  7  Jur.  1046. 
Ante,  \  61,  note.  See  Franklin  v,  Franklin,  7  Jur.  135;  Curtis  v.  Curtis,  1 
Swab.  &  T.  192 ;  Bostock  v,  Bostock,  1  Swab.  &  T.  221. 

1  ThreewiU  v,  Threewits,  4  Des.  560.    See  also  Questel  v.  Qnestel,  Wright» 
491 ;  Calkins  v.  Long,  22  Barb.  97. 
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an  offence  condoDed,  and  will|  combined  with  it,  operate  as 
a  ground  of  divorce  ;   still  the  allegation  of  a  subsequent 
offence  will  not  so  revive  the  former  one  as  to  render  it 
admissible  as  a  portion  of  the  proofs,  or  as  a  corroboration 
of  doubtful  proofs,  or  as  a  complement  to  insufficient  proofs, 
of  the  subsequent  act."^     Now,  if  this  is  a  correct  state- 
ment of  the  case,  and  if  the  court  intended  to  afErm,  that 
evidence  of  the  condoned  and  subsequent  conduct  cannot 
be  viewed  together,  but  that  the  condonation  has  opened  a 
chasm  not  thus  to  be  passed,^  we  may  find  it  difficult  to 
reconcile  the  decision  either  with  the  foregoing  principles,  or 
with  reason ;  unless  it  proceeded  on  special  circumstances, 
as  that  the  prior  offence  was  of  a  nature  different  from  the 
'subsequent     It  is  not  probable  the  learned  tribunal  intended 
to  overrule  the  case,  for  example,  of  Turton  v.  Turton  ;  where, 
adultery  having  been  committed  by  the  husband  with  the 
wife's  sister,  and  condoned  by  the  wife ;  and  the  sister  having 
afterward  lived  in  the  same  house  with  the  husband  and  wife ; 
Dr.  Lushington  observed :  "  The  cohabitation  of  the  husband 
and  the  sister  of  his  wife  appears  to  have  continued  up  to  the 
commencement  of  the  cause ;  for  I  take  it  to  be  clear,  that, 
according  to  the  doctrine  of  this  court,  and  according  to  all 
the  principles  in  similar  cases,  if  it  can  be  once  shown  that 
the  parties  have  been  cohabiting  in  an  illicit  connection,  it 
most  be  presumed,  if  they  are  still  living  under  the  same 
roof,  that  the  criminal  intercourse  subsists,  notwithstanding 
those  who  live  under  the  same  roof  are  not  prepared  to  de- 
pose to  that  fact." '     Undoubtedly  every  condonation  rests 


^  Collett  0.  Collett,  8  Monthly  Law  Mag.  158,  Wadd.  Dig.  44.  The  trae  con- 
ttraction  of  this  language  clearly  is,  to  consider  the  particle  "  it "  as  referring,  for 
Hm  antecedent,  to  *'ofience  condoned"  and  "former  one"  throughoat;  for  if,  in 
the  second  place  where  this  particle  occars,  it  is  referred  to  "  allegation,"  the  entire 
period  amounts  to  but  an  awkward  affirmation  of  the  tmism,  that  one's  own  allega- 
tion is  no  part  of  his  proofs. 

*  That  the  prior  and  snbseqnent  conduct  may  be  looked  at  together,  see  Sinton 
V.  Irrine,  11  Scotch  Sess.  Cas.  402 ;  Reg  v.  Dmin,  12  Ad.  &  £.  599,  619.    And 

French  v.  French,  14  Gray,  186,  188. 

•  Turton  v.  Turton,  3  Hag.  Ec.  338,  5  Eng.  £c.  130,  136 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  4 
432. 
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on  the  idea  of  the  condoning  party  having  had  evidence  of 
reformation  in  the  other ;  ^  whence  it  would  be  unreasonable, 
under  many  circumstances,  to  connect  the  prior  misconduct 
with  the  subsequent,  in  aid  of  proof  of  the  subsequent,  with- 
out something  to  show  the  revival  of  the  old  intent,  or  to 
rebut  the  presumption  of  a  change  of  intent,  growing  out  of 
the  condonation. 

§  61  [379].  There  appears  to  be  some  foundation  for  the 
doctrine,  not  established  by  any  direct  adjudication,  that  an 
offence  may  be  so  obliterated  by  forgiveness  as  not  to  admit 
of  revival.  Thus  in  Dysart  i;.  Dysart,  Dr.  Lushington  said  : 
'<  1  must  inquire,  whether  any  one  in  particular,  or  all  united, 
of  the  transactions  I  have  examined,  demand  from  the  court' 
a  separation.  Will  the  occurrence  at  Irnham,  in  1824,  proved 
by  one  witness,  and  condoned  for  thirteen  years  —  condoned 
by  acts  without  number,  by  a  long  series  of  conduct  which 
denotes  a  total  oblivion,  an  entire  forgiveness  of  it  in  every 
step  taken,  a  conduct  wholly  inconsistent  with  a  fear,  or  even 
apprehension,  of  repetition  ?  I  doubt  the  doctrine  of  revival 
applying  to  such  a  case  at  all."  ^  If  we  allow  this  exception 
to  the  general  doctrine  of  condonation,  we  surely  shall  not 
be  able  to  find  for  it  any  satisfactory  foundation  of  reason. 
Because,  when  forgiveness  passes  once,  all  passes  which  re- 
sults from  forgiveness,  under  the  circumstances  existing ;  and, 
when  the  act  of  forgiveness  is  repeated  under  the  like  circum- 
stances, nothing  can  pass  with  the  act  except  what  would 
have  passed  if  it  were  an  original  forgiveness.  Parties  co- 
habiting forgive  daily  by  the  very  cohabitation,  yet  what 
is  done  on  the  one  hundredth  or  one  thousandth  day  is 
only  what  is  done  the  first  day.  K  the  condonation  on  the 
thousandth  day  is  without  condition,  equally  must  it  be  on 
the  first ;  if  on  the  first  it  is  with  condition,  so  must  it  be 
on  the  thousandth. 


1  Ante,  S  54,  57. 

*  Dysart  v.  Dysart,  1  Bobertson,  106, 141, 142.    And  see  obsenrations  of  Lord 
Stowell  in  Beeby  v,  Beeby,  1  Hag.  £c.  789,  8  Eng.  Ec.  888. 
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§  62  [380].  Whether  any  express  words  may  add  to  the 
condonation  a  condition  beyond  what  the  law  without  the 
words  attaches,  is  a  question  at  least  doubtful  upon  prin- 
ciple,^ not  settled  also  by  authority.  Dr.  Lushington  in  one 
case  observed  z  "  This  condonation  is  not  only  conditional  in 
the  eye  of  the  law,  as  all  condonations  are,  but  it  is  expressly 
so."  And  he  added :  '*  Assuming  that  the  condonation  was 
complete,  and  extended  to  all  the  previous  adultery,  under 
what  circumstances  and  on  what  conditions  was  it  given, 
and  what  was  the  duty  of  the  husband,  and  what  was  his 
conduct  afterwards  ?  He  solemnly  engaged  to  separate  him- 
self from  this  woman,  and,  if  possible,  not  to  carry  on  the 
least  correspondence  with  her ;  yet,  shortly  after  this,  Mr.  and 
Bifrs.  Bramwell  go  to  Epsom,  and  he  clandestinely  returns 
with  Jeffrey  [the  particeps  criminis]  to  Tunbridge  Wells."  ' 

§  63  [380  a].  Looking  at  this  matter  of  the  condition  in 
condonation,  rather  in  the  light  of  principle  than  of  precise 
adjudication,  we  have  the  following  points  :  Except  in  cases 
where  the  condonation  passes  by  express  words,  it  is  a  mere 
legal  fiction,  founded  indeed  oftentimes  in  fact,  yet  still  a  legal 
fiction,  introduced  into  the  law  for  the  purpose  of  promoting 
▼irtue  and  honor  and  repentance  in  the  parties  toward  each 
other  and  toward  the  community.  But  when  the  law  creates, 
as  it  often  does,  a  mere  fiction,  to  subserve  justice,  it  moulds 
that  fiction  into  the  shape  which  the  judges  deem  best  adapted 
to  this  end.  But  what  shape  should  the  condition  in  condo- 
nation assuifte,  in  order  to  make  it  efficient  for  good  ?  After 
a  matrimonial  ofience  has  be^i  committed,  an  unrest  of  mind 
has  been  produced  in  the  injured  party;  and,  though  such 
party  mig^t  be  willing  to  give  the  other  a  trial  of  future 
matrimonial  fidelity,  if  sure  of  retaining  his  remedy  should 
the  trial  fail,  he  would  uot  otherwise  be  willing.  But  what 
would  the  injured  party,  looking  at  the  question  in  the  light 
of  reason,  deem  to  be  a  failure  ?     Would  he  look  merely  at 

2  Ante,  S  38. 

'  Bramwell  v.  Bramwell,  3  Hag.  £c.  618,  5  Bog.  £c  232,  238,  239. 
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what  the  law  had  already  set  down  as  cause  of  divorce  ? 
Would  he  not  rather  deem  the  withdrawal,  by  the  other,  of 
conjugal  kindness,  to  such  an  extent  as  practically  to  destroy 
the  peace  which  men  and  women  seek  in  the  marriage  rela- 
tion, to  be  a  failure  ?  On  the  other  hand,  the  erring  one, 
conscious  of  error,  should  for  the  very  reason  of  the  error  be 
particularly  careful  to  do  exactly  right  afterward.  And  un* 
less  this  were  understood  to  be  the  true  legal  view  of  condo- 
nation, who,  knowing  the  law*  would  dare  to  condone  ?  There 
must  be  some  practical  difficulty  in  applying  this  doctrine, 
yet  the  doctrine  thus  stated  rests  in  reason ;  and,  it  is  sub- 
mitted, in  the  better  authority  also. 

§  64.  Since  the  foregoing  sections  were  originally  written, 
there  have  occurred  two  English  cases  worthy  of  separate 
notice.  In  one  of  these  it  was  held,  —  the  court  evidently 
not  attempting  .to  draw  the  most  extreme  outer  boundary 
line,  —  that  all  condonation  is  conditional  on  no  offence  of 
which  the  matrimonial  court  can  take  cognizance,  being  in 
future  perpetrated ;  therefore,  that,  where  the  husband's  adul- 
tery and  cruelty  are  together  ground  for  a  divorce  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony  at  the  suit  of  the  wife,  and  the  husband 
has  committed  cruelty  which  the  wife  has  condoned,  then  he 
has  committed  adultery^ — this  latter  offence  both  revives  the 
former,  and  furnishes,  in  conjunction  with  the  former,  full 
cause  for  the  full  divorce.  Said  the  learned  Judge  Ordinary, 
Cressw^ll :  '^  The  cases  cited  establish,  that,  if  a  marital  offence 
which  might  have  been  the  foundation  of  a  sentence  in  a 
matrimonial  court  has  been  condoned,  it  is  revived  by  any 
subsequent  offence  which  might  itself  have  been  the  ground 
of  a  sentence  of  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro ;  and  this  on  the 
ground,  that  condonation  is  always  assumed  to  be  conditional, 
and  the  condonation  extends,  not  only  to  a  repetition  of  the 
same,  but  of  any  other  marital  offence  which  falls  within  the 
cognizance  of  a  matrimonial  court"  ^  The  principle  of  this 
case,  if  it  be  admitted  in  this  country,  settles  the  law  that, 

1  Pklmer  0.  Palmer,  2  Swab,  ft  T.  61,  62. 
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where  a  particular  matrinQU>DiaI  offeace  is  ground  for  a  di- 
vorce from  the  bond  of  matrimoDy,  and  another  such  offence 
is  ground  for  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  and  the  former  has 
been  condoned,  and  the  latter  is  afterward  committed,  the 
condoned  act  is  revived,  and  the  full  divorce  may  be  had  by 
reason  thereof, — in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  established, 
as  we  have  seen,  after  much  controversy,  in  New  York.* 
Still,  five  days  after  this  English  case  was  decided,  the  same 
learned  judge  stated  it  to  be  a  "  curious  question,"  which  he 
did  not  pass  upon,  whether  the  husband's  bigamy,  under  the 
divorce  statute,  would  be  revived  by  his  subsequent  adultery 
or  cruelty.' 

§  65.  The  other  of  the  cases  mentioned  contains,  not  a  de- 
cision, but  a  strong  intimation,  upon  a  point  which  may  be 
deemed  new.  Where  a  wife  asks  for  a  divorce  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony  on  the  ground  of  the  husband's  adultery 
and  cruelty  combined,  and  it  appears,  that,  after  both  were  in. 
fact  committed,  she,  knowing  of  the  existence  of  the  cruelty 
bat  not  of  the  adultery,  condones  the  former,  —  Is  this  con- 
donation a  bar,  even  as  respects  the  cruelty  ?  The  learned 
Judge  Ordinary,  Cresswell,  seemed  to  be  of  opinion  that  it  is 
not ;  but  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  the  point  He  said : 
^  Adverting  to  the  acknowledged  principle,  that  all  condona- 
tions are  conditional,  and  that  any  subsequent  delinquency  is 
a  breach  of  the  condition,  why  should  it  not  be  held,  that 
another  branch  of  the  condition  is,  that  the  wife  has  been 
made  acquainted  with  all  her  husband's  delinquencies,  and 
that,  if  she  has  not,  the  right  to  complain  of  that  which  has 
been  condoned  shall  revive,  the  condonation  having  been,  in 
a  manner,  obtained  under  false  pretences  ?  It  may  be  said, 
that  the  case  of  adultery  differs  from  that  of  cruelty  and  adul- 
tery, and  that  the  whole  of  the  cruelty  being  known,  may  be 
well  condoned,  although  nothing  is  known  of  the  adultery. 
But  the  same  is  true  of  adultery  with  A.  and  B.;  the  whole  of 
the  delinquency  with  A.  may  be  known.     The  reasons  above 

1  Ante,  f  57.  *  Fumess  p.  Fumess,  2  Swab,  ft  T.  63. 
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suggested  are,  therefore,  as  applicable  in  the  one  case  as 
the  other.''  * 

§  66.  An  examination  of  the  cases  will  show,  that  this 
judicial  intimation  is  not  in  conflict  with  any  of  the  decisions. 
And  an  examination  of  the  principle  upon  which  the  law  of 
condonation  rests,  will  make  it  apparent,  that  the  doctrine,  if 
received,  will  be  found  to  harmonize  with  the  other  and 
admitted  branch  of  the  condition.  It  accords  likewise  with 
the  law  of  our  nature,  which  prompts  men  to  refuse  to  forgive 
in  part  unless  they  can  forgive  in  whole  ;  and  sets  bounds  to 
the  capacity  of  forgiveness,  as  well  as  to  every  other  act  of 
the  intellect  and  will. 


IV.     T%€  Distinction  between  the  Law  and  ike  Evidence. 

^  67.  Where  divorce  causes  are  tried  before  a  jury,  the  ques*. 
tion  of  condonation  or  no  condonation  is  one  of  fact,  which 
the  jury  is  to  decide.^  Yet  it  is  plain,  that,  connected  with 
this  question  there  are,  or  may  be,  the  same  as  with  other 
questions  of  fact,  points  and  queries  of  law  to  be  passed  upon 
by  the  judge.  And  the  line  which  here  separates  the  law  and 
the  evidence  does  not  lie  so  clear  to  the  legal  sight  as  it  is 
seen  to  lie  in  connection  with  some  other  of  our  titles.  The 
condonation  is  an  act  of  the  mind.  If,  therefore,  a  husband 
has  voluntarily  cohabited  with  his  wife  after  he  knew  she  had 
committed  adultery,  and  knew  he  could  prove  it,  is  the  judge 
to  submit  the  question  to  the  jury  to  decide,  whether,  in  fact, 
there  did  transpire  within  the  husband's  brain  or  breast  this 
mental  operation  of  condoning  ?  It  is  easy  to  answer  this 
query  in  the  negative  and  say,  that  the  law  conclusively  pre- 
sumes condonation  when  cohabitation  has  under  such  cir- 
cumstances taken  place.  But  suppose  the  wife  is  the  com- 
plainant, and  it  appears,  that,  when  she  and  her  husband 


1  Dempstor  v.  Dempster,  2  Swab.  &  T.  438,  440.    And  see  ante,  f  44. 
«  Peacock  t».  Peacock,  1  Swab.  &  T.  188. 
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were  in  a  foreigD  country,  sitaated  so  and  so,  as  the  testimony 
explains,  she  for  the  first  time  became  aware  of  the  existence 
of  the  adultery,  yet,  for  reasons  which  the  testimony  also 
unfolds,  she  continued  to  occupy  the  same  bed  with  him 
nntil  an  opportunity,  which  the  testimony  states  in  detail, 
occurring,  she,  in  so  many  days  after  she  became  cognizant 
of  the  adultery,  withdrew  from  bis  bed  and  table, -^suppose 
the  facts  here  indicated  are  shown  beyond  dispute,  —  What 
has  the  judge  to  do  with  them,  what  has  the  jury  ? 

§  68.  To  the  writer  of  these  volumes  it  seems,  that,  in  all 
cases  in  which  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  what  did  transpire,  — - 
no  doubt,  also,  as  to  what  the  party  against  whom  the  con- 
donation is  alleged  knew  to  have  transpired,  —  no  doubt  as 
to  what  cohabitation,  under  knowledge  had,  did  take  place, — 
the  question,  whether  the  cohabitation  shall  be  holden  to 
have  worked  a  condonation,  is  one  of  law  for  the  judge,  not 
of  fact  for  the  jury.  Yet  it  will  be  seldom  that  a  cause  will 
present  itself  in  this  way  for  trial;  there  will  be  testimony 
conflicting  or  uncertain  in  its  nature,  or  testimony  upon  the 
result  of  which  the  parties  will  not  agree,  then,  when  the  tes- 
timony is  in,  the  judge  must  state  to  the  jury  the  general 
principles  relating  to  condonation,  and  tell  them,  that,  if  they 
are  satisfied  such  and  such  things  took  place,  they  must  find 
Buch  a  result;  if  not,  such  another  result;  and  so  on,  as  in 
other  cases  which  are  made  up  of  law  and  fact  in  combination. 

§  69.  The  foregoing  suggestions  are  not  intended  to  be  an 
answer  to  all  the  queries  which  may  arise  under  this  sub-title; 
but  they  conduct  the  reader  as  far  out  from  the  line  of  adju- 
dication, and  as  far  within  the  region  of  speculation,  as  the 
^writer  deems  it  prudent  to  go. 


V.     Hie  Evidence. 


§  70  [385].    Condonation  may  be  inferred  on  less  condn- 
sive  evidence  than  connivance ;  isince,  in  the  language  of  Dr. 
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Lushington,  it  ^'  may  take  place  withoat  imputing,  either  in 
the  case  of  a  wife  or  a  husband,  the  slightest  degree  of 
blame;  especially  in  the  case  of  the  wife,  whose  conduct 
might  be  more  meritorious  from  her  forgiveness  of  injury. 
But  connivance  necessarily  involves  criminality  on  the  part 
of  the  individual  who  connives ;  and,  as  the  blame  sought  to 
be  imputed  is  the  more  serious,  so  ought  the  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  such  a  charge  to  be  the  more  grave  and  conclusive."  ^ 
Still  the  evidence  of  condonation  must,  at  all  points,  affirm- 
atively establish  the  allegation.  Thus,  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
show  cohabitation  subsequent  to  an  act  of  adultery;  the 
proof  must  go  further  and  establish,  that  the  plaintiff  knew 
of  the  adultery  at  the  time  of  the  subsequent  cohabitation.^ 

§  71  [386].  A  deed  of  separation,  executed  subsequently 
to  the  condoning  of  acts  of  cruelty,  has  been  deemed  good 
evidence  by  way  of  establishing  a  revival  of  the  offence. 
Thus  Sir  John  Nicholl  said  :  <<  As  a  deed  of  separation  upon 
mutual  agreement  on  account  of  unhappy  differences,  though 
containing  a  covenant  not  to  bring  a  suit  for  the  restitution 
of  conjugal  rights,  these  articles  would  offer  no  impediment 
to  the  husband's  present  suit ;  but,  as  evidence  against  him 
necessarily  implying  a  confession  of  ill-usage  subsequent  to 
the  condonation,  they  appear  unanswerable,  and  are  a  strong 
acknowledgment  that  the  ccmts  fcederis  had  occurred.  On 
that  confession  alone,  coupled  with  the  character  of  his 
temper  and  former  acts,  if  the  case  had  even  rested  here,  if 
the  parties  had  never  met  after  the  execution  of  that  deed, 
I  should  have  entertained  considerable  doubt,  whether  the 
husband  was  entitled  to  the  aid  of  the  court  to  compel  his 
wife  to  return ;  and  whether  the  court  woul^  not,  at  least, 
dismiss  the  wife,"  —  the  case  being  one  in  which  the  hns- 

1  Tnrton  v.  Tarton,  S  Hag.  £c.  388,  5  Eng.  £c.  ISO,  136;  ante,  S  1^- 
3  Dnrant  v.  Dorant,  1  Hag.  Ec.  733,  3  Eng.  £c.  310,  319;  Popkin  o.  Popkin, 
1  Hag.  Ec.  776,  note,  3  Eng.  Ec  325, 326.  "  The  preyioos  knowledge  of  die  adol- 
tery  must  be  clearly  made  ont ;  and  the  drcamstances  from  which  it  is  to  be  in- 
ferred, require  to  be  of  pregnant  and  indisputable  import"  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel.  668, 
refers  to  Greenhill  9.  Ford,  1  Shaw  Ap.  Cas.  435. 
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band  fined  for  restitation  of  conjugal  rights,  and  the  wife 
defended  by  setting  up  the  cruelty.*  Surely,  however,  the 
evidence  of  revival  to  be  drawn  from  the  mere  fact  of  sepa- 
ration must  be  slight ;  and,  if  it  is  to  come  from  the  language 
of  the  deed,  then  the  question  of  the  effect  of  the  language 
must  vary,  of  course,  with  the  words  employed. 


VI.    Statutes  relating  to  this  Subject. 

§  72  [387].  There  has  been,  in  this  country,  little  legisla- 
tion to  vary  the  common  law  doctrine,  as  unfolded  in  this 
chapter,  concerning  condonation.  Our  statutes  are  generally 
but  in  affirmance  of  the  common  law.  The  North  Carolina 
act  has  perhaps  destroyed,  in  that  State,  the  conditional 
quality  of  condonation.  It  provides,  that,  if  the  husband 
has  admitted  his  wife  into  conjugal  society,  after*  he  knew 
of  the  criminal  fact,  it  shall  be  a  perpetual  bar  to  a  divorce ; 
but  it  is  not  construed  to  deprive  the  husband  of  his  right  to 
a  divorce  for  subsequent  adultery.'  The  civil  code  of  Loui- 
siana directs,  that  the  action  shall  be  extinguished  by  a 
reconciliation,  though  the  party  may  ^'  bring  a  new  suit  for 
causes  arising  since  the  reconciliation,  and  therein  make 
use  of  the  former  motives  to  corroborate  his  new  action." 
Therefore  sufficient  cause  of  divorce  must  have  arisen  sub- 
sequently to  the  reconciliation.' 

§  73.  There  are,  in  some  of  the  other  States,  statutes 
which  may  have  varied  the  doctrine;  but  this  is  a  matter 
into  which  each  practitioner  is  expected  to  look  for  himself. 
The  writer  does  not  even  hold  himself  responsible,  that  there 


^  WMtmeath  v.  Westmeath,  2  Hag.  Ec  Sapp.  \,  115,  4  Eng.  Ec.  238,  291. 

'  Collier  9.  Collier,  1  Der.  Eq.  352.    Bat  in  soch  a  case  the  coart  might  exer- 
its  diBCietioii  to  grant  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board  only.    lb. 
And  flee  Earp  v.  Earp,  1  Jones  Eq.  239,  241. 

*  J.  F.  C.  V.  M.  E.,  6  Bob.  La.  135 ;  Bienvenn  v.  Buiason,  14  La.  An.  886.    See, 
aa  to  Texaa,  Kogeee  v,  Kogeea,  7  Texas,  538. 
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may  not  have  been  changes  in  the  laws  of  the  States  men- 
tioned in  the  last  section,  effected  since  the  cases  there 
referred  to  arose.  And  let  it  here  be  repeated,  what  has 
been  more  than  once  said  in  the  foregoing  pages,  that  the 
writer  does  not  profess  to  give  the  last  amended  legislative 
acts  existing  in  any  one  State  of  our  Union,  as  respects  any 
one  topic  whatever.  These  are  not  volumes  of  statutory 
law,  but  of  the  unwritten  or  common  law ;  embracing,  of 
course,  such  matters,  among  the  rest,  as  concern  the  inter- 
pretation of  those  statutes  which  relate  to  the  subject 
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CHAPTER    V. 

RBCRIMIKATION. 

SscT.  74-77.  Introdaction. 

78-82.  A  General  View  of  the  Doctrine. 

88-96.  Particalar  Propositiona. 

07-100.  Effect  of  Ck>ndonation  on  the  Recriminatory  Fact 

101.  Distinction  between  the  Law  and  the  ETidence. 

102.  The  ETidence. 

§  74.  The  doctrine  of  recrimination  rests  in  the  clearest 
reason  and  in  exact  justice.  Yet  questions  of  a  very  grave 
kind  arise  respecting  the  precise  limits  of  the  doctrine,  and 
respecting  its  application  in  particular  cases.  Indeed  we 
shall  see,  farther  on,  that  even  the  doctrine  itself  has  by 
some  been  denied.  There  is  no  form  of  truth,  no  form  of 
-beauty,  no  form  of  justice,  which  does  not  sometimes  find 
revilers, 

• 

§  75  [388j.  Without  undertaking  to  speak  with  entire 
exactness  it  may  be  observed,  that,  through  all  the  field  of 
onr  jurisprudence,  there  extends  the  one  general  doctrine, 
modified  variously  in  various  relations,  yet  everywhere  pre- 
serving its  identity,  according  to  which,  he  who  is  himself 
in  the  virrong  cannot  be  heard  to  complain  in  a  court  of 
justice  of  another's  wrong,  pertaining  to  the  same  matter.^ 
And  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  plaintiff  is  less  faulty  than 
the  defendant ;  he  must  come  into  court,  as  the  expression 
i0i  with  clean  homds?    Thus,  in  a  suit  for  collision,  resulting 

1  Bosh  V.  Bnunard,  1  Cow.  78;  Bnrckle  v.  Drj  Dock,  S  HaU,  151. 
<  Gollins  r.  Blantem,  2  Wils.  841,  350 ;  Gregg  o.  Wyman,  4  Cosh.  322 ;  Bex 
V.  Bden,  Lofft,  72 ;  Anonymoiu,  Lofit,  314 ;  WilUnck  v.  Dayis,  Haq>er,  260 ; 
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from  the  defendant's  careless  driving,  or  from  an  obstruction 
placed  by  him  in  the  highway,  the  plaintiff  must  himself 
have  driven  carefully,  or  he  will  not  be  entitled  to  recover.* 
In  a  suit  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  resting  in  mutual  and 
dependent  covenants,  the  plaintiff,  if  he  would  succeed, 
must  have  kept  his  covenants.*  A  woman  seducedT  cannot 
maintain  against  the  seducer  an  action  for  the  seduction 
and  getting  her  with  child;  because  she  also  was  in  the 
wrong,  for  she  yielded  to  his  embraces.®  A  man  who,  in 
violation  of  a  public  statute,  sells  intoxicating  drinks  without 
license,  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  libel  by  reason  of  a 
publication  made  concerning  him  in  his  business  of  violating 
the  statute ;  \  neither  will  an  action  lie  for  a  libel  published 
of  a  person  in  regard  to  any  illegal  vocation  he  is  following;® 
nor  for  a  wrong  suffered  in  a  matter  about  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  attempting  a  fraud  on  the  public;®  nor  to  recover 
back  money  lost  in  an  unlawful  game  or  wager;'  nor  to 
enforce  a  contract  or  other  supposed  right  founded  on  a  vio- 
lation of  a  statute,*  or  of  the  common  law;®  nor  to  recover 
the  rent  of  a  house  which  the  plaintiff  has  let  to  be  used  for 


Hyatt  V.  Wood,  4  Johns.  150 ;  Boby  v.  West,  4  N.  H.  285 ;  Freemaa  v.  Sedgwick, 
6  GUI,  28. 

1  Washburn  v.  Tracy,  2  D.  Chip.  128;  Smith  v.  Smith,  2  Pick.  621;  Battel^ 
field  V.  Forrester,  11  East,  60 ;  Flower  v.  Adam,  2  Taunt.  314 ;  Lane  v.  Crombie, 
12  Pick.  177 ;  Harlow  v.  HumisttMi,  6  Cow.  189 ;  Owen  v.  Hudson  Biver  Railroad, 
2  Bosw.  374.    And  see  Wood  v.  WaterviUe,  4  Mass.  422. 

*  Addison  on  Contracts,  202  ;  Boone  v.  Missouri  Iron  Co.  17  How.  U.  S.  340; 
Ptothro  Y;.  Smithy  6  Rich.  Eq.  324. 

*  Paul  V.  Frazier,  3  Mass.  71 ;  Hamilton  v.  Lomax,  26  Barb.  616. 

^  Wilbur  V.  Williams,  8  Law  Reporter,  439.  The  exoeptionfl  reported  to  hare 
been  taken  were  afterward  abandoned. 

*  Hunt  u.  Bell,  1  Bing.  1 ;  Manning  v.  Clement,  7  Bing.  362. 

*  De  Wurtz  v.  Hendricks,  2  Bing.  314. 

7  Perkins  v.  Eaton,  3  N.  H.  152 ;  McCullum  v.  Gourlay,  8  Johns.  147 ;  Hawson 
V.  Hancock,  8  T.  R.  575 ;  Vandyck  v.  Hewitt,  1  East,  96.  And  see  Spaulding  v. 
Bank  of  Muskingum,  12  Ohio,  544;  Morgan  v.  GrofF,  5  Denio,^64;  Bonner  v. 
Montgomery,  9  B.  Monr.  123 ;  MeEjnney  v.  Pope,  8  B.  Monr.  93 ;  I^le  v.  Lind- 
aey,  5  B.  Monr.  123. 

*  Booth  V.  Hodgson,  6  T.  R.  405;  Bancroft  v.  Dnmas,  21  Yt.  456;  Fales  v. 
Mayberry,  2  Gallis.  560;  Willinck  v.  DaTis,  Harper,  260. 

*  Den  V.  Moore,  2  Southard,  470. 
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purposes  of  prostitation.^  If  a  man  negligently  so  leaves 
his  own  land,  upon  which  the  cattie  of  his  neighbor  are  in 
the  habit  of  trespassing,  that  they  die  in  consequence  of  a 
repetition  of  the  trespass;  as,  if  he  leaves  maple  syrup  in 
his  uninclosed  woods,  and  they  are  killed  in  drinking  it,^  or 
carelessly  digs  a  pit,  and  they  fall  into  it;^  the  owner  of  the 
cattle  can  maintain  no  action,  because  they  were  wrongfully 
on  the  premises. 

§  76  [389].  While  the  several  propositions  embraced  with- 
in the  last  section,  and  the  cases  cited  in  the  notes  to  sustain 
them,  depend,  in  some  aspects,  on  principles  differing  from 
one  another,  still  they  are  all  illustrative  of  one  and  the  same 
universal  rule  of  right,  pervading  all  our  law.  And  according 
to  this  rule,  it  is  incompetent  for  one  of  the  parties  to  a  mar- 
riage to  come  into  court  and  complain  of  the  other's  violation 
of  matrimonial  duties,  if  himself  guilty  likewise.  When  the 
defendant  sets  up  such  violation,  in  answer  to  the  plaintiff's 
suit,  this  is  called,  in  the  matrimonial  law,  recrimination.  It 
was  a  cardinal  doctrine  in  the  Mosaic  law  of  marriage  and 
divorce ;  ^  it  was  transplanted  from  the  Roman  and  canon  ^ 
into  the  common  law ;  and  it  has  found  in  the  latter  a  con- 
genial soil.  **  The  doctrine,"  observes  Lord  Stowell,  "  has 
it?  foundation  in  reason  and  propriety.  •  It  would  be  hard  if 
a  man  could  complain  of  the  breach  of  a  contract  which  he 
has  violated ;  if  he  could  complain  of  an  injury,  when  he  is 
open  to  a  charge  of  the  same  nature.  It  is  not  unfit,  if  he 
who  is  the  guardian  of  the  purity  of  his  own  house  has 
converted  it  into  a  brothel,  that  he  should  not  be  allowed  to 
complain  of  the  pollution  which  he  himself  has  introduced ; 
if  he,  who  has  first  violated  his  marriage  vow,  should  be 
barred  of  his  remedy;  the  parties  may  Uve  together,  and  find 
sources  of  mutual  forgiveness  in  the  humiliation  of  mutual 


1  Girardy  o,  Richardson,  1  Eap.  13.  '  Bash  v.  Brainard,  1  Cow.  78. 

*  Blyth  V.  Topham,  Cro.  Jac.  1^8.  *  Dent.  xxii.  13-19. 

*  Proctor  V.  Proctor,  2  Hag.  Cod.  292,  297  ;  Beeby  v.  Beeby,  supra;  Leicester*! 
cue,  cited  1  Hag.  Con.  148. 
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guilt"  ^  Such  parties  are  '^  suitable  and  proper  companions 
for  each  other."  ^  Yet  according  to  the  doctrine  itself,  if,  in 
England,  both  the  husband  and  the  wife  have  committed 
adultery,  and  have  separated,  neither  of  the  parties  can  main- 
tain against  the  other  a  suit  for  the  restitution  of  conjugal 
rights.^ 

§  77.  Let  us  examine  this  subject  in  the  following  order : 
L  A  General  View  of  the  Doctrine ;  IL  Particular  Proposi- 
tions ;  IIL  The  Effect  of  Condonation  on  the  Recriminatory 
Fact ;  IV.  The  Distinction  between  the  Law  and  the  Evi- 
dence ;  V.  The  Evidence. 


I.    A  General  View  of  the  Doctrine. 

§  78  [389  6].  From  what  has  already  been  said,  the  follow- 
ing definition  of  the  law  of  recrimination  may  appear  just ; 
namely,  that  it  is  a  bar  to  the  matrimonial  suit  resting  on 
the  fact  of  the  complainant's  being  in  like  guilt  with  the  one 
of  whom  he  complains.  This  definition,  however,  is  not  pre- 
cisely exact  in  itself ;  neither,  especially,  is  its  application  in 
the  cases  arising,  always  easy.  For,  though  '<  like  guilt,"  in 
the  plaintiff,  should  plainly  deprive  him  of  any  advantage  by 
reason  of' the  defendant's  guilt,  yet, —  What  is  like  guilt? 
Let  us,  therefore,  while  suffering  the  foregoing  definition  to 
stand,  as  expressive  of  so  much  of  the  law  as  is  universally 
accepted  among  us,  see  if  another  definition  cannot  be  found, 
more  complete  in  its  proportions  than  the  former,  and  em- 
bodying more  exactly  the  legal  truth  as  it  is  received  and 
explained  in  these  volumes.  Recrimination,  therefore,  is  the 
defence  which  consists  in  showing,  that  the  complainant  in  a 
divorce  cause  has  himself  broken,  either  completely  or  in  part. 


1  Beebj  v.  Beeby,  1  Hag.  Ec.  789,  790,  3  £Dg.  Ec.  838, 339.  See  S  Greenl.  Er. 
f  53 ;  Mattox  v.  Mattox,  2  Ohio,  233. 

*  ChanoeUor  Walworth,  in  Wood  v.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108,  111. 

■  Hop4  V,  Hope,  1  Swab.  &  T.  94;  Gioner  v,  Hanoock,  6  T.  B.  608.  See 
Vol.  I.  S  771,  806. 
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the  same  ohain  matrimonial  of  whose  breach  by  the  other 
party  he  complains. 

^  79  [390].  In  France,  formerly  at  least,  the  doctrine  of 
recrimination  was  unknown ;  but  the  obvious  reason  is  said 
to  be,  that  adultery  in  the  husband  was  not,  like  adultery  in 
the  wife,  a  legal  ground  for  separation.^  Into  Scotland,  as 
into  England,  the  doctrine  was  imported  from  the  Roman 
and  canon  laws,  and  it  prevailed  down  to  a  late  period  ;  but, 
at  last,  the  Scotch  courts  refused  to  recognize  it,  except  as 
the  foundation  for  a  bross-suit  When  a  cross-suit  is  in  Scot- 
land brought,  a  decree  wili  not  be  pronounced  in  the  first  one, 
until  both  suits  are  ripe  for  judgment ;  unless  in  cases  of  un- 
necessary delay.  If  both  parties  show  themselves  entitled 
to  a  divorce,  the  court  will,  on  demand  of  either,  order  the 
decree  to  be  entered.  Substantially,  therefore,  recrimination 
i&  now  no  bar  to  a  divorce  in  Scotland,  ''though  mutual 
guilt  may  affect  patrimonial  consequences.'^^  In  this  con- 
flict of  opinion  abroad,  in  respect  even  to  the  utility  of  the 
doctrine  itself,  it  is  not  strange  that  the.  American  judges 
have  not  been  entirely  harmonious  in  defining  its  limitations, 
in  the  jurisprudence  of  this  country. 

^  80  [391].  In  the  midst  of  the  judicial  differences  on 
this  subject,  we  find  one  point  at  which  the  common  law 
authorities,  English  and  American,  are  agreed.  It  is,  that, 
whenever  plaintiff  and  defendant  are  both  guilty  of  adultery, 
"whichever  adultery  was  the  first  committed,  even  though  the 
recriminatory  fact  followed  the  separation  which  took  place 
on  the  discovery  of  the  offence  relied  on  for  the  divorce,  the 
Bait  is  barred.^  It  has  also  been  held,  and  it  is  little  ques- 
tioned, that  a  single  act  of  adultery  is  sufiicient  in  bar,  what- 


^  Lord  Stowell,  in  Fonter  v,  Fonter,  1  Hag.  Con.  144,  4  £ng.  Ec.  358,  360. 

*  I  Fras.  ]>om.  Bel.  672. 

*  Proctor  V.  Proctor,  2  Hag.  Con.  292 ;  Briaoo  v.  Briaco,  2  Add.  Ec.  259,  2  Eng. 
Ec  294;  Poynter  Mar.  &  Diy.  222;  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Paige,  432;  Mattox  v, 
Mattox,  2  Ohio,  288 ;  Chriatianbeny  o.  Chriatiaaberry,  Z  Blackf.  202 ;  Wood  v. 
Wood,  2  Paige,  108 ;  2  Kent  Com.  99. 
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ever  the  extent  of  guilt  on  the  other  side.*  When,  moreover, 
we  look  after  the  modern  English  law,  we  find  some  further 
points  to  be  settled  in  England  at  present ;  but  how  they 
stood  there  at  the  time  the  common  law  of  England  was 
received  by  us,  as  our  inheritance  from  the  mother  country, 
may  be  doubtful.  Thus,  it  is  the  established  English  rule,  at 
least  in  modern  times,  that  cruelty  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar 
to  a  charge  of  adultery.*  Yet  the  converse  has  not  been  laid 
down  ;  namely,  that,  when  a  wife  has  brought  her  suit  on  the 
ground  of  cruelty,  the  husband  cannot  defend  it  by  showing 
her  adultery ;  ^  indeed  it  appears  that  he  can,  even  in  Eng- 
land ;  ^  while,  in  this  country,  it  has  been  distinctly  decided 
that  adultery  is  a  good  bar  of  a  divorce  suit  from  bed  and 
board  for  cruelty,^  especially  if  the  adultery  occurred  before 
the  cruelty  was  inflicted.^  It  may  be  observed,  that,  in  the 
States  where  this  has  been  so  held,  adultery  is  a  cause  of 
divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony.  And,  to  return  to  the 
English  law,  a  late  writer  says, "  it  may  seriously  be  doubted, 
whether  a  recrimination  of  cruelty  is  a  good  plea  in  answer 
to  a  suit  charging  the  same  offence."  ^ 


1  Astley  9.  Asdej,  1  Hag.  Ec.  714,  3  Eng.  Ec.  303,  307 ;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  ^  52. 

*  Harris  v.  Harrifl,  2  Hag.  Ec.  376,  4  Eng.  Ec.  160,  176;  Cocksedge  r.  Cock- 
sedge,  1  RobertsQn,  90 ;  Scriyener  v,  Scriyener,  cited  1  Robertson,  92  ;  Eldred  v. 
Eldred,  2  Curt.  Ec.  376,  7  Eng.  Ec.  144.;  Chettle  v.  Chettle,  3  Phillim.  507. 
Thoagfa,  in  the  English  courts,  cruelty  alone  is  not  pleadable  in  bar  of  a  suit  for 
adultery,  it  may  be  joined  with  a  plea  of  adultery,  on  the  ground  that  proof  of  it 
aids  the  proof  of  the  adultery.  Cocksedge  v,  Cocksedge,  supra ;  Arkley  v.  Arkley, 
3  Phillim.  500,  1  Eng.  Ec.  461 ;  Forster  v.  Forster,  1  Hag.  Con.  144,  4  Eng.  Ec. 
358,  360  ;  Eldred  v.  Eldred,  supra.  Neither  can  the  defendant  wife  set  up  the  sole 
plea  of  cruelty  for  the  purpose  of  asking  a  dirorce  for  it,  if  the  husband  should  fail 
in  proving  his  charge  of  adultery.  Scrivener  v.  Scrivener,  cited  1  Robertson,  92. 
And  query,  whether,  where  in  answer  to  a  suit  for  adultery  the  wife  pleads  both 
adultery  and  cruelty,  and  the  adultery  is  not  proved  on  either  side,  but  the  cruelty 
is  proved,  she  can  then  have  a  decree  of  divorce  for  the  cruelty.  Cocksedge  r. 
Cocksedge,  supra. 

*  Dillon  o.  Dillon,  3  Curt.  Ec.  86,^7  Eng.  Ec.  377,  380.  See  Best  v.  Best,  1 
Add.  Ec.  411,  2  Eng.  Ec.  158,  171. 

*  Watkyns  v,  Watkyns,  2  Atk.  96. 

^  Holmes  u.  Holmes,  Walk.  Missis.  474 ;  Johns  i;.  Johns,  29  Ga.  718.  But  see 
observation  of  Chancellor  Walworth,  in  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Paige,  92. 

*  BedeU  v.  Bedell,  1  Johns.  Ch.  604.  ^  Brandt  Div.  87. 
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§  81.  The  exposition  of  English  doctrine  contained  in  the 
last  section  refers  to  the  time  when,  in  England,  there  were 
no  judicial  dissolutions  of  valid  marriages,  and  divorces  from 
bed  and  board  were  only  for  the  two  causes  of  adultery  and 
cruelty.  This  state  of  the  English  law  corresponds  to  nothing 
which  is  or  has  at  any  time  been  known  in  our  States  gen- 
erally. When,  in  England,  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  the  vin- 
culum of  the  marriage  was  given  to  the  Divorce  and  Matri- 
monial Ck)urt,  it  was  provided  as  follows :  ''  In  case  the  court 
shall  be  satisfied  on  the  evidence  that  the  case  of  the  peti- 
tioner has  been  proved,  and  shall  not  find  that  the  petitioner 
has  been  in  any  manner  accessory  to  or  conniving  at  the 
adultery  of  the  other  party  to  the  marriage,  or  has  condoned 
the  adultery  complained  of,  or  that  the  petition  is  presented 
or  prosecuted  in  collusion  with  either  of  the  respondents  [that 
is,  either  with  the  wife,  supposing  the  husband  to  be  the 
complainant,  or  with  the  particeps  criminis  in  the  wife's  adul- 
tery], then  the  court  shall  pronounce  a  decree  declaring  the 
marriage  to  be  dissolved  :  Provided  always,  that  the  court 
shall  not  be  bound  to  pronounce  such  decree  if  it  shall  find  * 
that  the  petitioner  has  during  the  marriage  been  guilty  of 
adultery,  or  if  the  petitioner  shall,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
have  been  guilty  of  unreasonable  delay  in  presenting  or  prose- 
cuting such  petition,  or  of  cruelty  towards  the  other  party  to 
the  marriage,  or  of  having  deserted  or  wilfully  separated  him- 
self or  herself  from  the  other  party  before  the  adultery  com- 
plained of,  and  without  reasonable  excuse,  or  of  such  wilful 
neglect  or  misconduct  as  has  conduced  to  the  adultery."  ^  A 
distinction,  therefore,  is  made  between  the  matters  of  defence 
mentioned  in  the  body  of  this  statute,  and  those  mentioned 
in  the  proviso ;  the  former  being  absolute  in  bar,  and  the  lat- 
ter operating  as  a  bar  or  not,  according  as  the  court  may 
deem  it  just  in  the  particular  case  to  direct 

§  82.   In  a  suit  for  cruelty,  instituted  by  a  wife  against  her 
husband  since  this  statute  went  into  operation,  —  a  matter, 

1  Stat,  so  &  21  Vict.  c.  85,  S  31. 
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however,  not  coming  within  the  terms  of  the  statate,  since 
the  divorce  for  this  cause  is  now,  as  formerly,  only  from  bed 
and  board,  —  Sir  C.  Gresswell  held,  that  the  adultery  of  the 
wife  was  a  plea  sufficient  in  bar.  And  he  observed :  '^  I  think 
that  a  wife  guilty  of  adultery  cannot  be  a  petitioner  in  this 
court  on  the  ground  of  any  matrimonial  offence  of  the  hus- 
band." ^  There  have  not  been  many  decided  cases  falling 
directly  within  this  statutory  provision ;  still  it  seems,  that 
ordinarily  the  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony  for  adul- 
tery will  not  be  granted  where  the  party  complaining  has 
been  guilty  of  the  less  offence  of  cruelty.*  But  in  one  case, 
where  the  husband  sued  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo  on  the  ground 
of  the  wife's  adultery,  and  she  set  up  his  cruelty  in  bar,  and 
the  jury  found  that  the  two  were  severally  guilty  of  the  parti- 
cular ofience  charged,  the  court,  under  the  particular  circum- 
stances appearing,  granted  him  the  divorce  prayed.  Said 
Gresswell,  J.,  speaking  for  the  whole  court :  '^  The  court  has 
now  to  exercise  the  discretion  given  it  by  the  31st  section.  If 
there  were  reason  to  believe  that  the  misconduct  of  the  wife 
had  been  caused  by  the  misconduct  of  the  husband,  it  would 
have  exercised  that  discretion  by  refusing  a  decree  for  disso- 
lution of  marriage;  but  it  rather  appears  that  the  wife's 
drunken  habits  were  the  cause  of  the  cruelty  of  which  the 
jury  have  found  the  husband  guilty.  We  think,  under  these 
circumstanqes,  that  we  ought  to  make  a  decree  for  dissolu- 
tion of  the  marriage."  ^ 


II.     Particular  Propositions. 

§  83  [392].  Looking  at  the  English  law,  as  imported  by 
our  forefathers  into  this  country,  we  should  remember,  what 
has  already  been  mentioned,  that  it  allowed  no  dissolutions 

1  Drummond  v.  Drammoad,  2  Swab.  &  T.  269,  274. 

*  Ratcliif  V.  Batcliff,  1  Swab.  &  T.  467,  473.  And  see  Hasweli  v.  Haswell,  1 
Swab.  &  T.  502 ;  Hope  v.  Hope,  1  Swab.  &  T.  94,  as  to  which  see  poat,  S  86, 
note. 

*  Fearman  v.  Pearman,  1  Swab.  &  T.  601,  602. 
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whatever  of  marriages  originally  valid,  and  that  so  its  doc* 
trioes  became  established  as  applying  only  to  divorces  from 
bed  and  board.  But  when  the  divorce  sought  is  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony,  perhaps  reason^  not  applicable  when  it 
is  from  bed  and  board  should  influence  the  tribunal;  as  they 
seem,  under  the  recent  English  statute,  to  have  done  the 
English  tribunal.  Therefore  the  questions  of  difficulty  in 
this  country  are,  First,  Whether,  in  the  single  State  or  two 
in  which  the  law  is  here  as  it  used  to  be  in  England,  the 
English  rule,  which  refuses  to  receive  a  plea  of  cruelty  as  a 
sufficient  recriminatory  answer  to  a  charge  of  adultery,  shall 
be  followed ;  Secondly,  Whether,  where  the  divorce  is  from 
the  bond  of  matrimony,  for  cause  made  suificient  by  statute, 
be.  it  adultery  or  any  other,  the  defendant  can  plead,  in  re- 
crimination, any  matrimonial  offence  which  is  ground  only 
for  separation  from  bed  and  board  ;  Thirdly,  Whether,  when 
several  offences,  —  such  as  adultery,  cruelty,  desertion,  and 
the  like, —  are  each  made  by  statute  cause  for  divorce  from 
the  bond  of  matrimony,  a  plea  of  any  one  of  them  will  be 
good  in  bar  of  a  suit  founded  on  any  other  of  them.  Let  us 
examine  the  matter  in  the  order  thus  presented. 

§  84  [393].  First,  Where  the  divorce  is  from  bed  and  boards 
grantabk  only  for  adultery  or  cruelty y  the  same  as  formerly  in 
England,  is  the  former  English  rule^  which  refuses  to  make 
cruelty  a  bar  to  the  divorce  for  adultery^  to  be  followed  ?  No 
evidence  appears,  satisfying  the  writer,  that  the  rule  men- 
tioned as  the  English  one  was  established  in  England  previ- 
ous to  the  emigration  of  our  forefathers  to  this  country;  and, 
if  it  was  not,  the  authorities  from  the  English  books  are  not 
binding  here.  The  doctrine  of  recrimination  is  laid  down  by 
AylifTe,  referring  to  two  decretals,  or,  in  the  language  of  our 
own  law,  decisions,  of  Pope  Gregory  IX  ;^  in  the  first  of 
which  it  was  simply  held,  that  a  plaintiff  who  has  committed 
adultery  cannot  have  a  divorce  by  reason  of  the  defendant's 
adultery ;  and,  in  the  second,  that,  where  a  separation  from 

1  Lib.  A,  tit  19;  c.  4  &  5,  Coip.  Jor.  Can.  p.  221  of  the  Decretals. 

[67] 


§  85  THB  D8FBN0B&  [BOOK  I. 

bed  and  board  has  been  had  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  it 
shall  be  vacated,  and  the  parties  ordered  to  return  to  cohab- 
itation,  if  afterward  the  complainant  himself  commits  adul- 
tery.^ And  AylifFe  proceeds  to  say,  that,  '^  since  there  are 
some  misdemeanors  that  are  taken  away  by  mutual  compen- 
sation, of  which  adultery  is  one,  a  compensation  may  be 
made  of  this  crime  ;  for  it  is  unjust  for  one  person  to  judge  of 
another,  and  not  give  another  leave  to  judge  of  himself."* 
Oughton  states  the  doctrine  thus :  Compensatio  criminis  esi^ 
si  pars  rea  probaverU  partem  offentem  etiam  adulteriunl  com" 
mississe  absolvenda  est  pars  rea^  quoad  petita  in  libello  partis 
agerUis? 

m 

§  85  [394].  But  this  statement  goes  no  further  than  to 
confirm  the  universally  received  doctrine,  that  adultery  may 
be  set  up  in  bar  of  a  divorce  suit  for  adultery.  And  it  was 
applied,  in  the  ecclesiastical  law,  only  in  the  civil  suit,  that  is, 
only  in  the  divorce  suit,  not  in  the  criminal,  for  the  punish- 
ment of  the  adultery,  "  Where,"  said  Lord  Stowell,  "  a  wife 
is  prosecuted  criminally  for  adultery,  not  for  divorce,  but  ad 
publicam  vindictam^^  the  adultery  of  the  husband  "  cannot  be 
pleaded ;  for  there  the  public,  not  the  husband,  is  the  injured 
party,  and  it  can  be  no  excuse  for  the  wife's  breach  of  the 
good  order  of  society  that  her  husband  had  done  so  before 
her,  whatever  it  might  be  in  a  mere  civil  prosecution,  insti- 
tuted by  himself."  ^  But  the  first  trace  of  judicial  opinion,  as 
seen  in  the  reports,  upon  the  further  question,  whether  cruelty 
will  bar  a  divorce  suit  for  adultery,  appears  to  be  in  some 
observations,  which,  in  1790,  this  learned  judge  made  in  the 
same  case,  as  follows  :  <'  A  third  plea  of  defence  ofiered,  but 
with. less  effect,  is,  that  his  treatment  of  his  wife  was,  as  it 
really  appears  to  have  been,  marked  with  unkindness  and 
disaffection.     I  say  with  less  effect,  because  if  the  course  of 

^  Sandies  states  the  doctrine  of  recrimmation  to  be,  "  Quia  alter  conjnx  est 
ejiisdem  criminis  particeps,  aat  pariter  adaUenms ;  ajit  adulterio  alterins  piAbens." 
De  Divortio,  lib.  10,  disp.  5. 

s  Ayl.  Paier.  226.  •  Onghton,  tit.  214. 

*  And  see,  for  illiutratiye  matter,  1  Bishop  Crim.  Law,  i  840,  841. 
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unkindness  was  such  as  the  ]aw  would  Dotice,  the  remedy  is 
not  that  to  which  she  has  unhappily  resorted,  but  an  applica-* 
tion  to  this  court  for  the  protection  of  a  separation  by  reason 
of  cruelty.  And  if  the  ill  treatment  is  not  of  that  gross  kind 
against  which  the  law  would  relieve  in  this  form,  still  she  is 
not  to  find  her  remedy  in  the  contamination  of  her  own  mind 
and  person,  but  in  the  purity  of  her  own  conduct,  and  in  a 
dignified  submission  to  an  undeserved  affliction."  ^  And  two 
years  subsequently,  in  another  case,  he  observed :  "  Indiffer- 
ence, ill  behavior,  or  cruelty  is  not  pleadable  in  a  suit  for 
adultery ; "  that  is,  in  bar  of  the  suit.  ^^It  will  not  justify  her 
criminal  misconduct.''^  ^ 

§  86  [395].  Passing  down  the  line  of  time,  we  come  next, 
in  1810,  to  the  case  of  Chambers  v.  Chambers  ;  and  here  we 
find,  from  the  same  accomplished  judge,  a  dictum  which  has 
been  the  basis  of  all  subsequent  judicial  determination  upon 
this  point  It  is  material,  as  not  only  showing  upon  what 
reasons  the  present  English  rule  is  placed  by  the  courts ;  but 
also  as  showing,  that  this  first  judicial  expounder  or  promul- 
gator of  it,  who  probably  knew  more  of  what  had  gone  before 
than  almost  any  other  ecclesiastical  judge,  did  not  consider 
it  then  settled  on  authority.  He  said :  ^'  On  this  plea,  the 
question  might  arise,  whether  a  party  would  be  entitled  to 
bar  her  husband  from  his  remedy  of  divorce  for  adultery, 
proved  against  her,  by  the  plea  of  cruelty  ?  I  am  inclined  to 
think  that  she  would  not.  It  is  certain,  that  the  wife  has  a 
right  to  say,  '  you  shall  not  have  a  sentence  against  me  for 
adultery,  if  you  are  guilty  of  the  same  offence  yourself,'  The 
received  doctrine  of  compensation  would  have  that  effect, 
because  both  parties  are  in  eodem  delicto  ;  but  this  is  not  so 
in  recrimination  of  cruelty ;  the  delictum  is  not  of  the  same 
kind.  If  the  wife  was  the  prior  petens  in  a  suit  of  cruelty,  I 
do  not  know  that  she  would  be  barred  by  a  recrimination  of 
that  species;  for  the  consideration  would  be  very  different; 


I  Fonter  o.  Forsfer,  1  Ha^.  Con.  144,  4  Eng.  £c.  358,  360,  361. 
*  Hoonom  o.  Moonom,  3  Hag.  Be.  87,  5  Eng.  Ec.  28,  30. 
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the  court  might  not  oblige  her  to  cohabitation,  which  would 
be  dangerous.  Here  the  husband  is  a  prior  petens  in  a  suit 
of  adultery,  and  I  take  the  general  doctrine  to  be,  that  a  wife 
cannot  plead  cruelty  as  a  bar  to  divorce  for  her  violation  of 
the  marriage  bed."^  Upon  this  Dr.  Lushington  has  ob- 
served :  ^'  I  candidly  say,  I  entertain  doubts  whether  the  rea- 
son given  is  the  most  satisfactory  that  could  be  adduced ; 
because,  if  this  effect  arises  out  of  the  difference  in  the  nature  of 
the  two  offences,  it  follows,  i  converso^  that,  where  the  wife  has 
brought  a  suit  on  account  of  cruelty,  the  husband  cannot 
plead  her  adultery  in  bar,  a  proposition  which  I  am  not 
aware  has  ever  been  laid  down  in  these  courts."  ^  But  in  a 
later  case  he  seems  to  have  yielded  to  this  reasoning  of  Lord 
Stowell.8 

§  87  [396].  Now  it  has  been  held,  apparently  with  great 
propriety,  in  Missouri,  that  the  court  cannot  distinguish  be- 
tween different  matrimonial  offences,  to  which  the  law  at- 
taches the  same  consequence.*  It  would  therefore  seem  to 
follow,  as  in  the  Missouri  case  ^  it  was  substantially  adjudged, 
that  adultery  and  cruelty  are,  within  the  principle  upon 
which  recrimination  proceeds,  idem  delictum.  And  the  very 
obvious  truth,  that  the  husband's  cruelty  cannot  justify  the 
wife's  adultery,  can  have  no  bearing ;  because  his  adultery, 
which  it  is  admitted  she  may  plead  in  recrimination,  can  no 
more  than  his  cruelty  justify  her  adultery ;  and  because  the 


1  Chambers  V.  Chambers,  1  Hag.  Con.  439,  4  Eng.  £c.  445,  451. 
3  Dillon  V,  Dillon,  8  Cart.  £c.  86,  7  Eng.  Ec.  377,  380;  ante,  S  80. 

*  Cocksedge  r;  Cocksedge,  1  Robertson,  90,  92. 

*  Neagle  v.  Neagle,  12  Misso.  53,  reaffirmed  in  Duncan  v.  Dnncan,  12  Misso. 
157.  So,  in  a  California  case  it  was  obserred  bj  Field,  J. :  ''In  this  State,  the 
statute  has  specified  certain  acts  or  conduct  which  shall  constitute  grounds  of  di- 
Yorce,  and  so  far  as  the  matrimonial  contract  is  concerned,  the  Courts  can  not  dis- 
tinguish between  them,  whatever  difference  there  may  be  in  a  moral  point  of  view. 
The  several  offences  must,  therefore,  be  held  equally  pleadable  in  bar  to  the  suit 
for  divorce  —  the  one  to  the  other,  within  the  principle  of  the  doctrine  of  recrimin- 
ation." Conaut  o.  Conant,  10  Cal.  249,  256.  But  see  Lovett  v.  Lovett,  11  Ala. 
763.    And  see  post,  \  95. 

*  Neagle  v.  Neagle,  supra. 
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question  of  her  justification  does  not  arise,  until  it  is  first  de- 
termined whether  he  is  himself  entitled  to  ask  the  aid  of  the 
court.  The  matrimonial  relation  is  one  of  mutual  depend- 
ence and  duty;  and  it  would  seem  to  be  within  all  legal 
analogies,  and  all  sound  canons  of  morality,  to  refuse  to  hear 
a  plaintiff  complaining  of  the  defendant's  infraction  of  one  of 
the  links  of  this  common  chain,  when  he  had  equally  broken 
another.  Moreover  the  law  is  for  the  assistance  of  those 
who  obey  it,  not  those  who  violate  it ;  ^  and,  when  two  parties 
are  both  in  the  same  wrong,  the  court  helps  neither.^  Three 
distinct  queries,  therefore,  arise,  —  first,  whether  the  principle 
here  suggested  is  not  that  upon  which  the  before-mentioned 
decretals  of  Gregory  TSJ  proceeded,  and  the  true  canon  law.* 
Secondly,  if  it  is  not,  whether,  when  the  doctrine  is  engrafted 
upon  our  jurisprudence,  it  should  not  assume  this  shape, 
agreeably  to  the  genius  and  spirit  of  the  common  law ;  *the 
same  as  a  foreign  word,  introduced  into  our  language,  takes 
the  English  form.  Thirdly,  whether  the  common  law  itself, 
by  its  own  power  and  reasons,  without  any  extrinsic  aid, 
does  not  necessarily  sustain   this  view;  even,  if  need  be, 


1  See  ChristiaQberrf  v.  Christianberrjr,  3  Blackf.  202;  Rhame  v.  Rhame,  I 
McCotd's  Ch.  197,  202 ;  Mattoz  v.  Mattox,  2  Ohio,  233. 

*  Ante,  4  75.  A  late  English  case,  as  we  hare  ah^ady  ohserved,  ante,  \  76,  de- 
cidea,  that,  where  a  hosband  and  wife  have  both  committed  adultery,  and  are  liring 
separate,  neither  party  can  maintain  a  suit  against  the  other  for  the  restitution  of 
conjugal  rights.  Cresswell,  J.,  in  giring  judgment  said,  among  other  things :  "  I 
cuinot  but  think,  that,  as  &r  as  public  morals  and  the  interests  of  society  are  con* 
cemed,  it  would  be  better  to  act  upon  the  suggestion,  not  say  the  opinion,  thrown 
out  by  Lord  Stowell  in  Beeby  v,  Beeby  [1  Hag.  Ec.  789],  that  a  party  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  the  marriage  tow  should  not  have  the  assistance  of  the  court  to  'enforce 
any  marilal  right,"  Hope  v.  Hope,  1  Swab.  &  T.  94, 106,  107.  If  this  broad  doc- 
tcine  were  indeed  folly  established,  it  would  relieye  this  branch  of  the  matrimonial 
law  from  much  embaixassment ;  and  protfably  promote,  on  the  whole,  substantial 
justice  between  litigants. 

*  Ante,  S  84. 

*  According  to  tiie  preratling  opinion  of  the  canonists,  heresy,  called  in  the 
caaon  law  spiritual  adultery,  might  be  shown  in  bar  of  a  suit  for  carnal  adultery ; 
tfaongh  Sanchez  does  not  like  the  rule.  But  carnal  adultery  would  not  bar  a  di- 
Toroe  suit  founded  on  spiritual  adultery ;  because  the  latter  was  the  greater  ofienoe, 

id  because  it  would  endanger  the  soul  of  one  of  the  spiritually  faithfol,  carnally 
adulterer,  to  dwell  in  matrimony  with  a  heretic.    Sanchez^  lib.  10,  dis.  16. 
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against  the  weight  of  the  canon  law,  as  well  as  of  the  pres- 
ent ecclesiastical  law  of  England.     These  queries  are  merely 

stated,  not  to  be  discussed  here. 

» 

§  88  [397].  Some  allowance,  however,  should  be  made  for 
human  frailty ;  and  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  require  the 
matrimonial  conduct  of  the  plaintifT  to  be  quite  without 
blemish,  as  the  condition  on  which  alone  he  could  be  per- 
mitted to  carry  on  his  suit  for  the  defendant's  greater  wrong. 
But  precisely  where  the  line  between  the  sufficient  and  the 
insufficient  should  be  drawn,  may,  as  matter  of  theory,  be  a 
question  of  some  difficulty.  Indeed  on  strict  principle,  the 
bar  should  probably  take  place  in  all  cases  in  which  either 
the  plaintiff  has  been  unrepentantly  guilty  of  what  in  the  ladt 
chapter  was  termed  conjugal  unkindness;^  or  guilty  of  con- 
duct, which,  in  view  of  the  frailty  of  human  nature,  should 
render  it  necessary  for. the  other  party  to  cease  the  cohabita- 
tion. But  this  rule  would  be  found  difficult  of  application ; 
therefore,  following  analogies  to  various  propositions  which 
have  been  discussec^  in  earlier  parts  of  these  volumes,*  the 
rule  should  be,  that  the  misbehavior  of  the  plaintiff,  to  be  an 
absolute  bar,  must  be  of  a  nature  to  render  it  a  sufficient 
legal  foundation  for,  at  least,  a  judicial  separation.  But  as 
only  the  two  offences  of  adultery  and  cruelty  were  by  the 
former  English  law  sufficient  for  divorce,  the  operation  of  the 
rule  sometimes  compelled  the  judges  to  pronounce  for  the 
separation  under  the  consciousness  that  it  would  have  an 
evil  and  immoral  tendency.  Thus  Lord  Stowell,  in  a  case 
where  there  was  much  blame  on  the  part  of  the  complaining 
husband,  employed  language  which  afterward  found  an  echo 
in  the  clear  understanding  and  strong  moral  sentiment  of  Dr. 
Lushington,  as  follows :  "  In  pronouncing  for  a  separation,  I 
feel  that  I  shall  tolerate  a  negligent  inattention  to  marital  duty ; 
and  that  I  shall  pronounce  a  decree  that  will  not  lead  to  the 


1  Ante,  4  53  et  seq.  >  Yd.  I.  \  569,  790,  795  et  seq. 
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peace  and  hoaor  of  families,  nor  the  parity  of  private  life.'^  ^ 
And  in  refosing  under  this  rule  to  allow  the  ntter  and  wilfal 
desertioB,  by  the  complaining  husband,  of  his  wife,  to  be  a 
bar  to  his  remedy  of  divorce  for  her  subsequent  adultery,^  the 
latter  of  these  distinguished  judges  employed  the  following 
language :  ^  She,  a  giii  of  nineteen,  of  great  personal  beauty 
(as  stated  by  all  the  witnesses),  recently  married,  is  at  once 
left,  I  will  not  say  to  the  risk,  but  almost  to  the  certainty,  of 
destruction*  To  the  wife,  this  marriage,  followed  up  by  a 
divorce,  leaving  her  without  any  claim  to  maintenance,  has 
proved  utter  ruin«  I  do  not  extenuate  her  guilt;  but  I  can- 
not forget  the  situation  of  a  young  married  woman,  thus 
suddenly  separated  from  her  husband*  To  the  husband,  the 
consequences  have  been  some  expense,  some  trouble,  exile 
from  home  during  the  period  he  has  been  in  India  (where  the 


'  Moonom  v,  Moonom,  3  Hag.  Ec.  87, 117,  5  Eag.  Ec  28,  42;  Phillips  v. 
Fliillips,  1  Bobertson,  144, 164. 

*  One  cannot  bat  feel  a  peculiar  embanassment  in  attempting  to  state  the  oon- 
dofiions  to  which  the  ecclesiastical  courts  have  arrived ;  when,  after  reading  the 
eases  ched  to  tiiis  section,  and  other  cases  of  a  klndr^  tenor  and  spirit,  he  alights 
iqiOD  the  ibUowing  period,  from  a  deeisioa  of  Sir  Herbert  Jenner  Fust  (Clowes  v. 
CSowes^  9  J«r,  856, 4  Notes  Gas.  12),  made,  after  the  other  decisions  here  referred 
10,  in  the  year  184S:  "The  qmestion  of  maficions  desertion,'*  he  said,  *'is  one 
which  has  frequentiy  been  adverted  to  in  these  courts,  bat  has  never  yet  received 
an  absolute  decision,  whether  it  be  a  grooad  of  bar  to  a  divorce."  This  learned 
jndge,  however,  distinguishes  between  "  malidous  "  and  "  wilftd  "  desertion ;  and 
M.JS,  that  the  case  of  Koigan  v.  Mofgan  "  could  not  be  carried  beyond  the  wilfal  de- 
•ertiOD."  The  distinction  is  very  nice;  it  is  also  unusual,  at  least  in  this  country. 
la  Ftansylvania  it  has  been  coasideiied,  that  the  word  mtUidoiuly  is  an.  equivalent 
iarHMdwrndwUfiilfym  an  indictmeatfor  arson.  Chapman  v.  Commonwealth,  5 
Whart.  427.  And  see  Butler  9.  Biitier,  1  Parsons,  S2f .  In  Scotland,  where 
"  maiiekmB  desertion  "  is  cause  for  divorce,  no  other  effect  seems  to  be  given  the 
woid  "  anliesous''  than  as  rcAning  to  the  intent  in  the  mind  to  desert;  which  idea 
would  be  equally  well  expressed  by  the  word  ''Vilful,"  or  by  the  word  "  desertion  " 
afcMe,  witfaoat  either  adjective.  See  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel.  -682, 685.  In  Beeby  v. 
Beeby,  1  Hag.  Con.  142,  note,  4  Eng.  Ec.  358,  the  court  observed :  "  Separation  is 
BOt  considered  by  tiie  ecdesiastical  court  as  a  bar  to  divorce  for  adultery,  either 
previous  or  subsequent  to  thaact  alleged.  It  is  not  an  answer  to  such  a  chaige, 
suMi  ta  eases  9f  wuiiidmm  demrtim,"  And  see  B.  f.  Forster  v.  Forster,  i  Hag.  Con. 
144, 164,  4  Eag.  Be  8S8,  364.  See  also  Giant  v.  Grant,  10  Jur.  108.  In  a  late 
Taaaeesee  case,  however^  the  eourt  seems  to  have  given  the  word  "  malicious,"  as 
iiaed  in  the  statute,  a  meaning  sinuUurto  what  lay  in  the  mind  of  Sir  Herbert  Jenner 
TfuBL    Stewart  a.  Stawaxt,  2  Swan,  Tenn.'691 ;  Vol.  L  §  775. 
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wife  has  had  no  mean^  of  watching  his  conduct),  and  a  judg- 
ment in  this  court ;  by  which,  if  it  decrees  a  divorce,  he  wiU 
be  absolved  from  all  legal  obligation  of  maintaining  bis  wife ; 
and,  it  may  be,  an  act  of  the  legislature  dissolving  the  mar- 
riage. That  such  an  example  can  be  otherwise  than  pre- 
judicial to  public  morals,  cannot  for  a'moment  be  stated."  ^ 

§  89  [398].  But  it  is  well  settled  in  England,  as  far  as 
judicial  dicta  can  alone  establish  such  a  point,  that,  where 
adultery  is  pleaded  by  way  of  recrimination  merely,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  such  strong  facts  as  would  be  requisite  io 
convict  on  a  direct  proceeding  for  divorce.  The  reason  as- 
signed is,  that  the  party  who  enters  the  court  with  a  criminal 
imputation  on  the  other,  must  purge  his  own  conduct  of  all 
reasonable  imputation  of  the  same  sort^  And  though  it 
might  seem,  from  observations  in  one  of  the  cases,  that 
solicitations  of  chastity,  coming  short  of  the  very  act,  are 
sufficient  in  recrimination,'  yet  this  has  been  doubted;^  and 
it  is  clearly  laid  down,  that  a  defendant  who  sets  up  the 
plaintifTs  adultery  must  prove  it,  to  make  good  his  bar.^ 
Since  a  plaintiff,  who  relies  on  the  defendant's  adultery,  is 
obliged  to  do  no  more  than  prove  his  case,  there  would  ap- 


^  Morgan  v,  Moigan,  S  Curt.  Ec.  679,  7  Bug.  Ec.  254,  859,  25  Leg.  Obs.  18. 
And  see  the  obeeryations  of  Chancellor  Walworth,  in  Pdckford  v.  Peckford,  1  Paige^ 
274.  But  Bee  Reeves  v.  SeeTes,  2  Phillim.  125, 1  Eng.  Ec.  208,  and  Sullivan  v. 
SnlUvan,  2  Add.  Ec.  299,  2  Eng.  Ec.  314,  where  Sir  John  NichoU  ezpreseed  aome- 
w]}at  difierent  apprehensions  of  the  moral  consequences.  The  North  Carolina 
court  has  held,  that>  if  a  wife,  without  legal  cause,  leaves  her  husband,  and  refuses 
to  live  with  him,  she  cannot  have  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimonj  for  his 
subsequent  adultery.  Foy  v,  Foy,  18  Ire.  90.  See  also  Harper  v.  Harper,  29 
Ifisso.  301 ;  Thomas  v.  Tailleu,  18  La.  An.  127  ;  Conant  v.  Conant,  10  Cal.  249  ; 
Hokton  V.  Holston,  28  Ala.  777.    Ste  post,  \  90  and  note. 

*  Fonter  v.  Forster,  1  Hag.  Con.  144,  4  Eng.  Ec.  858,  363;  Astley  v.  Astley, 
I  Hag.  Ec.  714,  8  Eug.  Ec  808,  306. 

»  Forster  v,  Fonter,  supra.  «  Chettle  v,  Chettle,  8  Phillim.  907. 

*  Stone  V.  Stone,  8  Notes  Cas.  278 ;  Goodall  o.  Goodall,  2  Lee,  884.  "  It  must 
be  manifest,  that,  if  once  the  guilt  of  the  husband  be  established,  the  omis  probandi 
shifts ;  and,  if  he  seeks  to  deprive  her  of  her  remedy  by  imputing  a  diaige  of 
criminality  of  any  kind,  he  should  make  good  that  charge  by  evidence  which  ad 
mits  of  no  dispute."  Dr.  Lushington,  in  Tuxton  v.  Tnrton,  8  Hag.  Ec  888»  850, 
5  Eng.  Ec  180, 186. 
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pear  to  be  little  scope  for  this  distinction.  And  indeed,  the 
Jadge  Ordinary  presiding  in  the  English  matrimonial  court 
recently  before  the  time  this  fourth  edition  of  this  book  is 
published,  seems  to  have  utterly  discarded  this  distinction.' 

§  90  [399].  Secondly.  Where  the  divorce  is  from  the  bond 
of  matrimony,  will  any  conduct  in  the  plaintiff,  made  by  law 
foundation  for  only  the  limited  divorce,  bar  the  suit  ?  The 
answer  to  this  question  depends  much  on  the  reasons,  and 
somewhat  on  the  authorities,  brought  forward  under  our  first 
inquiry;  so  the  reader  is  requested  to  consult  them.  But 
supposing  those  reasons  not  to  be  conclusive  of  the  point 
there  discussed,  still  they  may  lead  to  the  consequence,  that 
these  minor  offences  shall  bar  the  suit  for  divorce  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony.  For  a  distinction  has  been  taken,  both 
in -England  and  the  United  States,  as  to  the  two  kinds  of 
divorce.  Thus  we  have  already  seen,  that,  in  England,  such 
a  distinction  exists  under  the  present  English  divorce  statutes, 
as  expounded  by  the  courts.'  And  in  earlier  times  Sir  John 
NichoU,  in  one  case,  obse^red :  ^  Whether  such  a  husband, 
morose,  severe,  inattentive,  negligent,  should  be  entitled  to  a 
special  legislative  interference,  dissolving  the  marriage,  and 
enabling  him  to  marry  again,  is  quite  a  different  question, 
and  rests  upon  very  different  principles ;  but  his  conduct  does 
not.  amount  to  a  leg&l  bar  to  a  sentence  a  mensd  el  thoro"  ^ 
And  it  has  been  held  in  this  country,  that,  where  the  divorce 
sought  is  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  the  English  authori- 
ties in  respect  to  divorces  from  bed  and  board  are  not  in 
point.  Because,  on  an  application  for  the  limited  divorce, 
there  may  be  reasons  in  favor  of  granting  it,  as  to  save  a 
husband  from  being  charged  with  a  spurious  issue,  or  the 
supporting  of  an   adulterous  wife,  which  would  be   over- 


i  Sopwith  V.  Sopwith,  2  Swab.  &  T.  160, 164  etseq.  "It  is  certainly/'  be 
•ajB  in  this  case,  "  a  startling  proposition,  that,  if  an  issne  be  joined  as  to  the 
same  identical  fiust,  a  different  amoont  of  eridence  is  necessary  to  sustain  the  issue 
aocoiding  as  the  averment  of  that  fact  is  made  by  the  plaintiff  or  defendant." 

*  Ante,  S  Bl,  88. 

*  Bogen  V,  Rogers,  8  Hag.  Ec.  57,  5  Eng.  Ec.  IS,  31. 
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balanced  by  other  reasons,  if  the  divorce  were  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony.  Dissolutions  of  the  marriage  have  ref- 
erence to  a  second  marriage ;  and  be  who  would  ask  this 
privilege  sboold  have  himself  discharged  pfoperly  the  duties 
of  the  &TsiJ 

^  91  [400].  The  English  parliament,  in  its  late  course  of 
granting  divorce  bills  dissolving  the  marriage,  though  bound 
by  no  law  but  its  own  pleasure,  had  still  an  established  prac- 
tice  which  had  ^  become  as  much  the  law  of  parliament  as 
the  practice  of  the  courts  below  constitutes  the  law  of  those 
courts."  '  According  to  this  unwritten  parliamentary  law,  on 
a  petition  charging  adultery,  not  only  might  adultery  be 
set  up  in  recrimination ;  ^  but  plainly  cruelty  might  be  also, 
though  no  exact  decision  on  this  point  is  now  before  the 
author.  But  where  a  husband  had  lived  separate  from  his 
wife  for  many  years,  without  making  any  provision  for  her, 
being  able;  the   House  of  Lords  refused  to  grant  him  a 

>  Wood  V.  Wood,  5  Ire.  674.  See  also  Ifots  v.  Mofls,  3  Ire.  55 ;  Foj  v.  Voj, 
18  lie.  90;  Whittmgtoa  «.  Whittington,  3  Der.  &  Bal.  64.  In  the  case  but  cited. 
Boffin,  C.  J.,  Bays :  "  The  divorce  from  the  bonds  of  matrimonj  is  not  to  be 
granted  merely  becanee  one  or  both  of  the  partiee  wish  it.  It  onght  to  be  granted 
only  in  the  extreme  case  where  the  conduct  of  one  party  is  snch  that  they  ought 
not  to,  and  cannot,  live  together ;  and  the  other  party  has  been,  and  was,  np  to 
the  time  of  the  conduct  complained  of,  willing  and  ready,  and  proceeding  in  the 
performance  of  the  dntiee  aj^ropriate  to  that  party."  These  North  Carolina, 
decisions  may  have  reoeiyed  a  certain  tinge  from  Uie  statute  of  that  State,  which 
aoihorises  the  courts  in  some  drcamstanoes,  to  grant  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of 
matrimony,  or  from  bed  and  board,  at  discretion.  And  see  Conant  v.  Goaaati 
10  Cal.  249.  Vice-chancellor  McCoun  once  observed :  "  I  am  convinced  it  is  the 
duty  of  this  court  to  hold  a  strict  hand  over  the  proceedings,  and  not  to  grant  a 
deove  which  is  to  absolve  "  the  parties  "  frt>m  their  maniage  vows,  except  where  the 
complaining  party  is  entirely  innocent,  and  is  really  aggrieved  by  the  misconduct 
of  the  other,  and  seeks  the  relief  which  the  law  affi)rds  frt>m  a  sincere  desire  te 
avoid  a  greater  shame."  Hanks  v.  Hanks,  3  Bdw.  Ch.  469.  See  also  Christaaa- 
berry  v.  Christianberry,  8  Blackf.  202 ;  Ryan  v,  Ryan,  9  Biisso.  539.  In  Sloan  v. 
Cox,  4  Hayw.  75,  it  was  substantially  stated,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  that  a 
divorce  from  bed  and  board  is  no  bar  to  the  defendant's  right  to  biiog  a  suit 
against  the  plaintiff  for  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  on  the  ground  of 
adultery  afterward  committed.    But  this  was  not  tiie  point  in  issue. 

*  Lord  Brougham,  in  Ifoffaf s  case,  Macqueen  H.  L.  Fract  658. 

*  Bland's  case,  ib.  605. 
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diTorce^  notwitbBtaading  the  evidence  showed  her  to  be  a 
common  prostitate ;  becaase  he  had  neglected  her,  cast  her 
upon  the  world  withoat  earing  what  became  of  her,  and 
allowed  her  nothiag  for  her  support^ 

4  92  [400  a]*  The  matters  to  be  brought  forward  under 
our  third  inquiry  will  shed  farther  light  on  the  present  sub- 
ject There  is  an  Illinois  case,  being  a  suit  for  divorce  from 
the  bond  of  matrimony  for  cruelty,  wherein  the  jury  found 
the  allegations  of  the  plaintiff  wife  to  be  true,  except  the 
allegation  in  which  she  claimed  to  have  been  a  dutiful  wife ; 
but  the  court  held   her  nevertheless  to  be  entitled  to  the 


*  Simmons's  DiYoroe  hill,  IS  d.  &  F.  8S9.  In  the  recent  Batlej  divorce  cmm, 
a  iMwq»a|)er  report  onlj  of  which  I  have  seen,  "  the  Lord  Chancellor,  at  the  con- 
dnsion  of  the  evidence,  said,  ihis  was  a  case  in  which  he  felt  it  to  be  his  duty  to 
more  that  the  aecond  reading  of  the  bill  be  postponed,  to  allow  the  hooBe  time 
for  fnrtiier  conrideration.  There  was  no  evidence  whatever  to  afiect  the  wife's  char- 
.acter  previons  to  her  marriage.  Then,  with  respect  to  the  alleged  deception  [with 
TQgard  to  her  parentage]  idiich  had  been  practised,  it  most  be,  in  the  first  place, 
remarked,  that  Batley  had  been  goil^  of  deception  towards  her,  in  representing, 
when  tbej  were  married,  that  he  was  of  foil  age,  when  it  was  shown  that  he  was  a 
minor.  He  had  married  her  with  a  ftiU  knowledge  of  her  mode  of  life  and  means 
of  livelihood.  {She  had  supported  herself  before  marriage  by  needle-work.]  He 
had  been  a  visitor  at  the  house ;  and  had,  therefore,  the  means  of  ascertaining  her 
chancter  previons  to  the  marriage.  He  (the  Lord  Chancellor)  was  not  going  to 
jnstify  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  woman  —-for  it  could  not  be  justified — but 
what  were  the  probable  consequences  of  the  desertion  of  the  wife  by  her  husband, 
but  those  which  had  followed  1  Deserted  by  her  husband,  she  is  compelled  to 
^»ply  to  a  magistrate,  who  makes  an  order  for  an  allowance  of  7«.  a  week.  She 
received,  therefore,  only  a  shilling  a  day  from  the  man  for  whom  she  had  given 
up  her  business,  throwing  herself  out  of  employment,  and  the  means  of  obtaining 
an  honest  livelihood,  to  plaoe  herself  under  the  protection  of  a  husband,  who,  for 
reasons  wholly  unsupported  by  evidence,  deserted  her  at  the  end  of  one  short  week. 
The  motion  for  the  postponement  of  the  second  reading  of  the  bill  was  then 
agned  fto^  and  the  house  adjourned."  In  another  case  the  application  for  divorce 
was  refused ;  the  Lord  Chancellor,  Truro,  observing,  that  **  the  husband  had  left 
his  wife  at  a  period  when,  according  to  the  evidence,  he  had  no  reason  to  suspect 
her  of  any  guilt  or  impropriety,  and  he  never  looked  after  her,  nor  furnished  her 
with  any  thing  beyond  these  two.  wretched  sums  of  6/.  each.  There  was  no 
explanation  as  to  why  he  had  separated  ftom  his  wife ;  and  when  they  did  separate 
he  ought  to  have  shown  some  regard  for  her  by  taking  care  that  she  had  means  for 
her  support."  Uewelyn's  Ditoroe  Bill,  1  liarq.  Scotch  Ap.  Cas.  280,  282.  See 
ante,  4  88. 
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divorce.'  This  decisioir  is  doabtless  just ;  and  plainly  there 
may  be  sach  ill  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  ought 
not  still  to  bar  the  suit ;  while,  at  least,  if  the  ill  conduct  has 
gone  far  enough  to  be  ground  for  a  divorce  from  bed  and 
bofiurd,  the  one  guilty  of  this  should  not  prevail,  coming  thus 
into  court  to  complain  of  a  little  deeper  shade  of  guilt  in  the 
other.  Yet  that  this  proposition,  or  any  other  proposition 
concerning  the  matter  of  our  present  inquiry,  is  established 
in  the  American  law,  could  not  be  asserted.  It  has  been  held, 
it  would  seem  very  properly,  that,  where  desertion  for  a  speci- 
fied number  of  years,  and  adultery,  are  severally  ground  of 
divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  the  recriminatory  plea 
of  desertion  is  good  in  bar  of  a  suit  for  adultery,  provided 
the  desertion  had  existed  before  the  adultery  for  the  requisite 
number  of  years,  otherwise  not^  But  we  are  here  running 
into  matters  which  belong  to  the  next  division  of  our  inquiry. 

§  93  [401].  Thirdly.  When  the  divorce  is  from  the  bond  of 
malrimonp^  if  the  defendant  showsj  in  recrimination^  acts  of  the 
plaintiff  amounting'  also  to  cause  for  the  same  divorce^  though 
they  map  not  fre,  or  though  they  may  fre,  a^ts  under  the  same 
namcj  will  they  bar  the  suit  ?  Plainly,  if  the  author's  view  of 
the  answer  to  be  given  to  our  second  question  is  correct,  this 
question,  a  fortiori^  should  also  be  answered  in  the  affirmative. 
And  besides  the  considerations  mentioned  in  the  foregoing 
sections,  some  further  ones  present  themselves  here.  Thus, 
if  the  bar  now  treated  of  does  not  suffice,  we  have  this  per- 
plexing state  of  things,  that  cross-suits  may  be  brought,  both 
parties  may  be  entitled  to  prevail;  yet^  if  both  do  prevail, 
each  is  the  guilty  and  each  the  innocent  party,  under  statute 
laws  which  leave  to  the  innocent  and  to  the  guilty,  after  the 
divorce,  different  rights,  duties,  and  pecuniary  interests ;  for 
the  statutes  of  most  if  not  all  of  our  States  are  such  as 
to  give  scope  to  this  argument     And  this  result  shows,  as 


1  Thatcher  v.  Thalcher»  17  HI.  66. 

s  HaU  V.  Hall,  4AUea,  89;  Dapont  v.  Dnpont,  10  Iowa,  lia.     And  tee 
poat,  S  M,  95. 

[78] 


OHAP.  v.]  BBCBTMIHATION.  §  95 

distinctly  as  though  the  legislature  had  used  the  exact  words, 
that  the  bar  must  be  good ;  since,  if  it  is  not  good,  the  statu- 
tory provisions  concerning  these  collateral  matters  can  have 
no  effect.* 

§  94  [402].  'Looking  after  specific  authority,  we  find,  be- 
sides the  point  brought  out  at  the  close  of  our  section  before 
the  last,  a  case  in  which  —  desertion  for  a  specified  number 
of  years,  and  adultery,  being  severally  statutable  grounds  for 
divorce  —  it  seems  to  have  been  held,  th^t  the  plaintiff's 
adultery  is  a  good  bar  to  her  suit  for  the  defendant's  deser- 
tion ; '  and  we  find  another  case  in  which,  under  a  similar 
system  of  matrimonial  laws,  it  was  intimated  by  the  court, 
on  referring  to  an  English  decision,  that  desertion  would  not 
bar  a  proceeding  for  adultery.^  But  an  examination  of  these 
cases  shows,  that  neither  of  them  should  have  much  weight, 
in  respect  to  the  mattter  we  are  discussing ;  more  especially 
when  we  consider,  that,  after  the  commission  of  an  act  of 
adultery,  desertion,  commenced  or  continued,  is  justifiable, 
on  a  principle  different  from  recrimination. 

§  95  [403].  The  statute  of  Missouri  provided,  that,  in 
certain  cases  therein  enumerated,  the  ^Mnnocent  and  in- 
jured party  "  should  be  entitled  to  a  divorce  from  the  bond 
of  matrimony.  It  also  provided  in  a  separate  section,  that, 
when  "both  parties  have  been  guilty  of  adultery,  then  no 
divorce  shall  be  decreed."  Under  this  statute  the  courts  deny 
the  divorce  also,  whenever  both  the  patties  are  guilty  of  any 
of  the  enumerated  offences.  The  learned  judge  observed,  in 
one  case :  "  It  cannot,  with  reference  to  the  rights  of  the  in- 

1  See  also,  on  tiuui  matter,  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  7  Ohio,  23S ;  TarbeU,  petitioner, 
82  Maine,  589 ;  Dejamet  v.  Dejamet,  5  Dana,  499. 

*  Danbar  v,  Dnnbar,  Wright,  286.  The  proceeding  was  foanded  on  the  defend- 
ant's  desertion,  which  was  clearly  proved;  bat  it  appeared  also,  that  the  com- 
plainant had  been  living  for  six  or  seven  years  in  adnlteiy  with  a  man  who  was  in 
coort,  prosecuting  the  suit  The  court  dismissed  the  bUl,  and  ordered  the  sheriff 
to  take  into  custody  the  adulterer,  who  was  bound  over  to  answer  criminally  for  the 
adultecy  at  the  next  term  of  the  court.    And  see  Page  on  Div.  240. 

s  RiGhaidson  v.  Richaidson,  4  Port.  467,  478. 
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jxaed  party,  be  said,  that  adultery  is  a  more  heinous  offence, 
or  one  of  greater  moral  turpitude,  than  others  enumerated  in 
the  act ;  for  the  effect  of  each  is  the  same,  as  they  severally 
entitle  the  party  injured  to  a  divorce."  Again,  *'  the  whole 
act  evidently  contemplates  the  innocence  of  the  party  obtain- 
ing a  divorce.  With  what  propriety  could  the  court  divorce 
a  husband  from  his  wife,  because  of  desertion  on  her  part, 
when  she  had  been  driven  to  abandon  her  home  because  of 
the  cruel  and  barbarous  treatment  of  the  husband  ?  Or  how 
shaU  the  court  determine  which  is  the  innocent  and  injwed 
party^  where  the  evidence  establishes  the  fact  that  the  wife 
has  been  addicted  to  habitual  drunkenness  for  the  space  of 
two  years,  and  then  the  husband  has  been  guilty  of  adultery? 
Which  party  has  a  right  to  apply  to  the  court  to  set  aside 
and  vacate  the  marriage  contract,  when  both  parties  have 
been  guilty  of  a  breach  thereof  ?  "^  In  an  earlier  case,  how- 
ever, under  a  similar  statute,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Penn- 
sylvania, it  would  seem  with  questionable  propriety,  had 
decided,  overruling  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  the 
specific  provision,  for  recrimination  where  there  was  mutual 
adultery,  excluded  the  general  right^  Therefore  a  plea  of 
adultery  was  held  not  to  be  good  in  bar  of  a  suit  on  the 
ground  of  desertion.  This  latter  case  appears  also  to  be  an 
authority  for  another  point,  still  more  questionable ;  namely, 
that  desertion,  continued  for  the  period  prescribed  in  the 
statute,  is  sufficient  ground  of  divorce,  although,  during  the 
later  portion  of  the  period,  it  was  justifiable  by  reason  of 
the  plaintiff  having,  subsequently  to  the  desertion,  conmiitted 
adultery.' 

S  96  [404].  In  Louisiana,  the  act  of  April  2,  1832,  §  1, 
provides,  ^  that,  whenever  a  husband  or  wife,  charged  with 
an  infamous  offence,  shall  actually  have  fled  from  justice, 
and  gone  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State,  the  husband 


1  Nagl6  9,  Nagte,  19  Misso.  6S ;  Ryan  v,  Byui,  9  MiBto.  S89.    And  see  ante, 
f  87  and  note. 

*  See,  as  a  qoeetion  of  Matotoiy  interpretation,  1  Bisliop  Grim.  Law,  S  91, 98. 

•  Biatine  v.  BUtine,  4  Bawle,  460.    See  ante,  §  99,  94. 
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cr  wife  of  ench  fugitive  may  daim  a  diTorce,  on  procuring 
proof,  to  the  judge  who  tries  the  petition  for  divoree,  that  his 
or  her  husband  or  wife  has  actually  been  guilty  of  such  infa- 
mous oflfence,  and  has  so  fled  firom  justice."  And  it  has 
been  held  under  this  statute,  that  a  wife,  guilty  of  adultery, 
cannot  claim  the  divorce  it  provides  firom  her  husband,  by 
reason  of  his  having  killed  in  cold  blood,  the  man  with 
whom  the  adultery  was  committed,  and  then  having  fled 
from  the  State.^ 


IL    ne  Effect  of  Condonation  on  the  RecrimimUory  Foci. 

§  97  [405].  On  this  subject  of  recrimination,  another  diffi- 
cult question  remains.  It  is,  whether  a  condoned  ofience  is 
available  in  recrimination.^  In  Beeby  v.  Be^by,  there  was 
an  attempt  to  take  off  the  eflect  of  very  aggravated  adultery, 
established  in  reerimination,  by  showing  a  condonation  of  it 
Lord  Stowell  was  of  opinion,  that  the  condonation  did  not 
sufficiently  appear  in  evidence ;  or,  if  it  did,  that  there  was 
subsequent  adultery ;  and,  at  the  same  time,  his  mind  leaned 
strongly  to  the  opinion,  that  the  condonation,  if  proved,  and 
still  in  force,  would  not  remove  the  bar.  He  observed :  ^^  A 
man,  it  is  true,  who  has  forgiven  adultery,  cannot  bring  a 
suit ;  but,  where  he  complains  of  his  wife,  will  her  forgive- 
ness of  his  previous  misconduct  make  him  a  proper  person 
to  receive  the  sentence  of  the  court  ?  Does  her  act  bind  the 
court?  If  both  are  equally  guilty,  will  her  condonation 
make  htm  rectus  in  curia^  and  enable  him  to  procure  a  sen- 
tence ?  There  may  be  cases  where  a  wife  may,  by  forgive- 
ness, by  cohabitation,  by  the  reformation  of  the  husband,  be 
so  barred  that  an  obsolete  fact  shall  not  be  a  defence.^  ..... 
It  is  said,  that  condonation  is  favored  because  it  induces  the 
parties  to  live  together  again  ;  but  here  the  eflect  would  be 
to  separate  them,  to  shut  the  door  more  completely  against  a 

1  J.  F.  C.  v.  M.  B.  his  wife,  6  Bob.  La.  135. 

*  Ante,  4  3S.  •  Ante,  S  61. 
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retam ;  here,  if  the  court  does  not  pronounce  a  sentence  of 
separation,  is  no  impossibility  of  a  return."^ 

§  98  [406.]  In  a  subsequent  case,  before  Dr.  Lushington, 
where  the  adultery  of  the  defendant  wife  was  of  a  very  profli- 
gate nature ;  and  the  husband  had,  many  years  before,  been 
guilty  of  a  single  act  of  adultery,  which  she  had  forgiven ; 
the  divorce  was  granted.  And  in  the  course  of  his  opinion, 
focgnded  however  on  the  special  facts  of  the  case,'  the  learned 
judge  employed  language  somewhat  variant  from  the  forego- 
ing intimations  of  Lord  Stowell.  He  said :  ''  Where  a  con- 
donation has  taken  place,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
it  is  said  to  be  a  conditional  forgiveness.  Conditional  on 
what?  On  the  future  conduct  of  the  husband.  Suppose  he 
fulfils  the  condition,  and  never  after  violates  the  obligation  of 
the  marriage  bed,  is  the  condonation  to  have  no  other  efiect 
than  to  bar  a  suit  against  him  ?  I  think  the  efiect  is  to  make 
him  rectus  et  integer^  except  that  his  past  transgression  may 
be  revived  bv  subsequent  misconduct."  ^ 

§  99  [407].  The  New  York  court  held,  while  uncontrolled 
by  statute,  that  condonation  does  not  necessarily  remove  the 
recriminatory  bar ;  and  whether  it  will  so  operate  or  not  must 
depend  on  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case>  The 
Revised  Statutes,  however,  have  since  established  the  uni- 
form rule  intimated  by  Dr.  Lushington,  in  providing,  that  the 
court  may  refuse  the  decree  "  when  it  shall  be  proved,  that 
the  complainant  has  also  been  guilty  of  adultery  under  such 
circumstances  as  would  entitle  the  defendant^  if  innocent^  to  a 
divorce?^  *    In  New  Hampshire,  the  law  has  been  laid  down 

1  Beeby  v.  Beeby,  1  Hag.  Ec  789,  797,  3  Eng.  Ec  838,  34S. 

*  Bee  Vol.  I.  \  63. 

*  Anichini  v,  Anichini,  2  Chirt.  Ec.  210, '7  Eng.  Ec.  85.  In  a  subsequent  case, 
before  the  new  divorce  court,  Cresswell,  J.,  followed  this  doctrine  of  Dr.  Lushing- 
ton. Seller  v.  Seller,  1  Swab.  &  T.  482.  See,  howeyer,  Goode.v.  Goode,  2  Swab. 
&  T.  253. 

^  Wood  V,  Wood,  2  Paige,  108 ;  Morrell  v.  Morrell,  1  Barb.  318 ;  s.  p.  Qoodev. 
Qoode,  supra. 

*  Morrell  v.  Morrell,  supra.    But  the  court,  in  a  subsequent  stage  of  the  same 
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by  the  jadges  the  same  as  it  now  standi  iDlfhe  New  York 
statute;  but  without  any  citation  of  authonti^,  or  much 
apparent  consideration  of  the  question.  It  is  furthermore 
observable  of  the  New  Hampshire  case,  that  the  wif^'s^adul- 
tery,  which  was  set  up  in  recriminatioui  had  been  committed 
by  the  procurement  of  the  husband.^ 

^  100  [407  a].  If  we  look  at  this  question  in  the  light  of 
principle,  we  shall  be  led  to  the  following  result :  After  an 
offence  has  been  condoned,  the  guilty  one  stands  upright  as 
to  his  relations  with  the  other,  so  long  as  his  own  conduct  is 
correct  in  all  particulars ;  perhaps,  even  when  it  is  not  fully 
correct  This  places  the  forgiving  party  under  no  new  liberty 
of  evil  doing ;  but,  suppose  the  condoned  offence  were  to 
operate  as  a  recriminatory  bar,  then  the  forgiving  party  would 
have  practically  obtained  a  license  for  himself  when  he  suf- 
fered the  condonation  to  pass.  And  surely  any  construction 
of  either  a  common  law  or  a  statutory  rule,  the  effect  of  which 
is  to  license  profligacy,  or  other  iU  conduct  in  the  matrimonial 
relation,  is  to  be  strenuously  avoided. 


lY.     Hie  Distinction  between  the  Law  and  the  Evidence. 

§  101.  The  cases  will  be  few  in  which  any  serious  difficulty 
will  arise  under  this  head.  The  foregoing  discussions  relate 
almost  wholly  to  the  law,  in  distinction  from  the  evidence ; 
it  is  a  question  of  law,  not  of  fact,  whether  a  particular  act 
will  operate  to  bar  a  suit  for  divorce,  —  bar  the  particular 
suit,  —  on  the  ground  of  recrimination.     The  jury  have  only 

tue^  pat,  wiihont  deckUng  the  point,  eome  pertinent  qaeriet  whether  the  true  con- 
stniction  had  been  given  to  the  statute.  "  The  circamstances  meant,"  obeerves 
8ill,  J.,  "  are  ondonbtedly  absence  of  procnrement  or  conniyance,  or  any  thing 
elM  which  would  inYolve  the  other  party,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  the  goilt  of  the 
act.  Bat  it  seems  to  as,  that  condonation  and  lapse  of  time  (where  they  have 
tnaspired)  cannot  appropriately,  and  vrithin  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  be  taken 
as  the  circamstances  under  which  the  party  is  guilty.  They  have  no  connection 
with  the  commission  of  the  offence."  Morrell  v,  Morrell,  3  Barb.  236,  241. 
1  llastea  V.  Hasten,  15  N.H.  159;  ante,  S  ^* 
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to  pass  npon^M'^Q^Btion,  whether  the  act  has  been  com- 
mitted or  notl"-.  • 


•  ••   • 


V.     The  Evidence. 


V. 


^  ;\V§  102  [409].   The  plaintiff  must  so  prove  his  case  as  not 
.;.   '-{o  show  at  the  same  time  a  bar.     And  when  npon  his  own 

evidence  lus  gniit  appears,  he  cannot  have  the  remedy  he 

asks.^ 


1  TimnuiigB  r.  Timmings,  8  Hag.  Ec.  76,  5  Eng.  Ec.  22. 


CHAPTER    VI. 

LAPSE  OF  TIMB  AND  INSINCERITY. 

§  103  [410].  Two  principles  of  natural  justice  pervade  our 
jurisprudence ;  the  one,  that  no  man  shall  suffer  because  of  his 
goodness  or  his  forbearance ;  the  other,  that  vigilance  and  care 
concerning  one's  own  rights  shall  be  rewarded.  The  effect 
of  these  two  principles,  operating  together,  must  be  of  neces- 
sity somewhat  uncertain  and  indefinite.  But  in  the  develop- 
ment of  the  law,  adjudications  establish  point  after  point,  so 
that  we  have  some  of  the  consequences  of  the  joint  influence 
of  these  principles,  well  settled.  The  doctrine  of  the  English 
courts  is,  that  mere  delay  is  not  of  itself,  standing  quite  alone, 
sufficient  to  bar  a  party's  claim  to  a  divorce ;  while,  at  the 
same  time,  it  is  always,  if  the  delay  is  long,  to  be  taken  seri- 
ously into  the  account,  as  tending  to  establish  insincerity  in 
the  plaintiff,  or  his  condonation  of  the  offence,  or  connivance 
at  it ;  and  thus,  especially  when  the  husband  is  plaintiff,  in- 
directly defeat  the  suit ;  though,  when  the  wife  prosecutes, 
it  can  rarely  produce  this  consequence.^  And  where  a  hus- 
band was  seeking  a  divorce  for  the  adultery  of  his  wife.  Lord 
Stowell  observed :  "The  first  thing  which  the  court  looks  to, 
when  a  charge  of  adultery  is  preferred,  is  the  date  of  the 
charge,  relatively  to  the  date  of  the  criminal  fact  charged,  and 
known  by  the  party  ;  because,  if  the  interval  be  very  long 
between  the  date  and  knowledge  of  the  fact,  and  the  exhibi- 

*  Fenen  v.  Fenere,  1  Hag.  Con.  130.  4  Eng.  Ec.  354,  and  the  cases  stated  in 
tiie  notea  ;  Dysart  v,  Byaart,  1  Robertson,  470, 541,  542 ;  Angle  v.  Angle,  1  Rob- 
ertson, 634,  642;  D'Agniiar  v.  D'Agoilar,  1  Hag.  Ec.  773,1)  Eng.  Ec.  329,  334. 
8m  Williamson  v.  Parisien,  I  Johns.  Ch.  389 ;  Williamson  v,  Williamson,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  488;  Stokes  v.  Stokes,  1  Misso.  390. 
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tion  of  them  to  this  court,  it  will  be  indisposed  to  relieve  a 
party  who  appears  to  have  slumbered  in  sufficient  comfort 
over  them ;  and  it  will  be  inclined  to  infer  either  an  insin- 
cerity in  the  complaint,  or  an  acquiescence  in'  the  injury, 
whether  real  or  supposed,  A  a  condonation  of  it.  It  there- 
fore demands  a  full  and  satisfactory  explanation  of  this  delay, 
in  order  to  take  it  out  of  the  reach  of  such  interpretations."  ^ 
But  since  the  doctrine  of  condonation,^  and  the  rules  of  evi- 
dence as  to  connivance,^  do  not  in  all  respects  apply  the 
same  to  the  wife  as  to  the  husband,  observations  like  the 
foregoing  can  have  little  relevancy  to  a  suit  promoted  by 
her.* 

.  §  104  [411].  Therefore  if  a  man  for  a  considerable  space 
of  time  sees  his  wife  living  in  open  adultery,  and  takes  no 
steps  either  to  prevent  it  or  to  obtain  a  divorce,  he  is  pre- 
sumed to  have  forgiven  or  acquiesced  in  the  past,  and  to 
acquiesce  also  in  the  present,  and  he  cannot  succeed  in  his 
suit*  It  was  so  held,  where  the  husband  had  lain  by  twenty 
years,  while  the  wife  was  living  with  another  man,  to  whom 
she  was  married.  And  a  shorter  period  would  ordinarily 
suffice.^  But  for  reasons  already  noticed,^  the  same  presumpr 
tion  would  not  arise  against  the  wife,  whose  husband  might 
be  living  in  adultery  with  another  woman.®  Yet  in  New 
Hampshire,  in  a  case  of  cruelty,  where  the  acts  complained 
of  transpired  eight  years  prior  to  the  institution  of  the  wife's 
suit,  it  was  deemed  necessary  some  occasion  should  be  shown 
for  the  delay .^  Let  us  observe,  however,  that,  if  the  parties 
were  cohabiting  during  the  interval  of  delay,  it  would  be 

1  Mortimer  v.  Mortimer,  2  Hag.  Con.  810, 4  Eng  £c.  543,  545. 

a  Ante,  4  49-52.  »  Ante,  §  18. 

*  See  Angle  v.  Angle,  1  Bobertson,  634,  640,  641. 

«  AntB»  §  22;  Whittington  v.  Whittington,  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  64. 
«  WilliamBon  v.  WilUamaon,  I  Johna.  Ch.  488.    And  see  VaUean  v.  Valleaa, 
6  Paige,  207. 
f  Ante,  4  22. 

*  Angle  o.  Angle,  1  Robertson,  684, 642 ;  D'AguIlar  v,  D'Agoilar,  1  Hag.  Ec. 
773,  3  Eng.  Ec.  329,  833. 

*  Fellows  V.  Fellows,  8  N.  H.  160. 
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difficult  to  say  there  was  not  a  condonation  ;  ^  while,  if  they 
'Were  not  cohabiting,  the  English  doctrine  would  deduct  the 
interval  of  non-cohabitation,  as  against  the  wife.' 

§  105  [411  a].  In  a  late  Alabama  case,  a  wife  was  held  to 
be  barred,  by  her  great  delay,  of  her  suit  to  have  the  marriage 
declared  null  because  of  the  insanity  of  her  husband  when 
mairied.  Stone,  J.,  said :  ^  These  parties  were  married  in 
1826.  Six  years  afterwards,  in  1832,  Mrs.  Rawdon  had 
notice  that  Mr.  Rawdon  was  insane.  She  slumbered  on  her 
known  rights  twenty-two  years,  and  filed  this  bill  in  1854. 
Ck>urt8  of  equity,  for  the  peace  of  society,  dhscourage  anti- 
quated and  stale  demands ;  and,  acting  on  this  inherent  doc- 
trine, refuse  to  interfere  where  there  has  been  a  long  acqui- 
escence. ....  Lapse  of  time  is  a  bar  to  relief  in  this  case ; 
and  the  parties,  as  to  the  property,  must  be  left  to  their 
remedies  at  law,  if  they  have  any.''  ^  By  an  Alabama  statute, 
when  a  divorce  is  sought  on  the  ground  of  adultery, — the 
statute  does  not  apply  to  cruelty,  —  the  suit  must  be  brought 
**  within  one  year  after  the  discovery  of  the  'act  charged."  * 

§  106  [412].  Where  there  has  been  a  delay  which  operates, 
primd  faciej  against  the  party,  he  is  permitted  to  explain  it. 
**  The  principle,"  says  Dr.  Lushikigton,  **  of  this  court  and  of 
an  courts,  is,  that  the  husband  ought  to  proceed  with  such 
celerity  as  the  case  admits  of,  to  obtain  the  remedy  he  seeks ; 
but  I  conceive  it  is  also  settled,  that,  if  any  circumst&nces 
occur  which  reasonably  prevent  him  from  proceeding,  he  is 
not  thereby  debarred  from  doing  so,  at  a  time  more  con- 
venient to  him."  And  where  want  of  funds  had  compelled 
the  husband  to  discontinue  his  suit  against  the  wife,  this 
learned  judge  permitted  him  to  carry  on  a  fresh  suit  on 
obtaining  the  means.^ 

1  Ante,  4  as. 

*  D'Agkilir  V.  D'Agoilar,  1  Hag.  Ee.  778,  3  Bng.  Ec  329, 384. 

*  Kawdon  v.  Bawdon,  28  Ala.  666,  668. 

*  Smedlej  v.  Smedlej,  30  Ala.  714,  716. 

«  Good  V.  Good,  I  Curt  Ec.  766,  6  Sng.  Ec  462, 466 ;  aate,  4  104. 

[87] 


§  108  THH  DBFBN0E8.  *  [BOOK  I. 

§  107  [414].  In  Bome  of  the  United  States,  —  as  in  Ala- 
bama, already  mentioned,^ — there  are  statntes  either  express- 
ly or  impliedly  limiting  the  period  within  which,  after  the  dis- 
covery of  the  offence,  the  suit  for  divorce  mast  be  brought 
A  statute  of  this  nature  operates  as  an  absolute  bar.^  The 
knowledge  of  the  offence  in  the  plaintiff's  mind  is  matter  to 
be  shown  by  the  defendant  who  sets  up  such  a  statutory  bar.' 
And  in  New  York,  Chancellor  Walworth,  in  construing  the 
statute  which  fixes  the  period  of  limitation  at  five  years  after 
this  knowledge,  said :  '^  If  the  complainant  knows,  that  his 
wife  has  contracted  a  second  marriage,  and  continues  openly 
to  cohabit  with  such  second  husband,  or  that  she  is  living  in 
open  and  continued  adultery  with  another  person  even  with- 
out the  usual  form  of  a  marriage,  the  right  to  file  a  bill  for  a 
divorce  for  such  adultery  will  be  barred  after  the  expiration 
of  five  years ;  although  such  cohabitation  or  adulterous  inter- 
course is  continued  down  to  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  the  suit  And  when  such  continued  adultery  is  open  and 
notorious,  the  complainant  must  also  satisfy  the  court,  that,  by 
reason  of  his  absence  from  the  country,  or  otherwise,  he  was 
not  aware  of  the  fact  of  such  continued  cohabitation  and 
adultery  until  within  five  years  from  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit"  ^  The  courts  of  the  same  State  also 
apply  this  statute  of  limitations  to  suits  of  nullity  for  fraud ; 
although  the  statute  on  the  latter  subject  provides,  that  a 
marriage  may  be  annulled  because  the  consent  of  one  of 
the  parties  was  obtained  by  force  or  fraud,  during  the  Kfetme 
of  the  parties^  or  one  of  them.  The  meaning  is,  contemplating 
the  two  statutes  together,  that  the  suit  can  \>nly  be  brought 
while  one  of  the  parties  is  living,  within  the  period  of  limita- 
tion.*^ 

« 

§  108.   The  present  English  statute  provides,  as  we  have 
seen,^  that  the  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony  may  be 

1  Ante,  4  105.  *  Modlton  v.  Moolton,  2  Barb.  Ch.  a09. 

•  McCaflbrtj  v.  McCaflbrty,  8  Blackf.  818 ;  ante,  S  70. 

•  Yallean  v.  Yallean,  6  Paige,  907. 

•  Montgomery  v.  Montgomeiy,  8  Barb  Ch.  132.  *  Ante»  \  81. 
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refused,  in  the  diacretion  of  the  courti  when  the  petitioner 
shall  ^  have  been  guilty  of  unreasonable  delay  in  presenting 
or  prosecuting  sueh  petition : "  ^*  We  think,"  said  Wight- 
man,  J*,  ^  that  the  <  delay '  intended  by  the  31st  section  of 
the  Divorce  Act,  must  be  that  sort  of  delay  which  would 
show  ibe  petitioner  to  have  been  insensible  to  the  loss  of 
his  wife,  and  might  almost  be  said  to  be  equivalent  tq  con- 
donation." ^  In  another  case,  which  was  a  suit  by  the  wife 
for  a  judicial  separation  on  the  ground  of  cruelty, —  not 
therefore  falling,  if  the  point  were  material,  within  the  pro- 
vision of  the  statute, -* the  Judge  Ordinary  observed:  ^^I 
cannot  agree  that  the  lapse  of  time  is  immaterial ;  if  at  the 
time  there  had  been  any  serious  apprehension  of  further  vio- 
lence on  the  part  of  the  husband,  I  cannot  but  suppose  that 
means  would  have  been  found  to  claim  the  protection  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Ck>urt.  Still  I  have  no  proof  before  me  of  any 
indirect  motive  for  the  present  proceeding,  and  do  not  by  any 
means  treat  the  lapse  of  time  as  a  bar."  And  he  granted  the 
prayer  of  the  wife,  though  the  cruelty  had  been  committed 
in  1848,  and  the  decision  was  in  1861.^ 

§  109.  Uader  the  former  pmctice  of  parliament  in  grant* 
ing  special  divorce  bills,  it  was  customary  to  take  into  ac- 
count the  delay  in  applying  to  parliament,  and  in  taking  the 
preliminary  steps ;  yet,  where  a  reasonable  explanation  was 
given  for  the  delay,  it  was  seldom  made  to  operate  as  a  bar. 
Thus,  in  one  case,  where  the  delay  was  explained  by  the 
poverty  of  the  petitioner,  he  was  permitted  to  have  the  di- 
vofce  though  sixteen  years  had  passed  since  the  adultery  was 
committed*^  -In  another  case,  the  complaining  husband  had 
brought  promptly  his  suit  for  damages  and  his  suit  in  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Ciourt,  but  permitted  five  years  from  the  time  of 
the  elopement  to  elapse  before  he  applied  to  parliament ;  yet 

>  FiDUeir  V.  F^ilew,  1  Swab.  &  T.  55S.  In  this  case,  the  delaj  wm  held  not  to 
be  a  bar ;  alio  in  ToUemacfae  v.  ToUemache,  1  Swab.  &  T.  657. 661.  Contra»  in 
part,  as  to  the  lesnlt,  lilatthews  v.  Matthews,  1  Swab.  &  T.  499. 

*  Smallwood  v.  Smallwood,  S  Swab.  &  T.  897,  401. 

*  Martin's  Divone  BiD,  1  H.  L.  Cas.  79. 
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the  delay  was  held  to  be  snfficiently  accounted  for  by  the  ab- 
sence of  the  wife  in  America,  and  the  inability  of  the  hasband, 
by  reason  of  his  afBiction,  to  attend  to  any  business.^  In  con- 
nection with  the  report  of  the  case  last  mentioned,  there  is  a 
note  in  which  many  cases  upon  this  point' are  collected.  In 
one,  the  discovery  of  the  adultery  was  in  August,  1804,  and 
the  divorce  act  was  passed  in  June,  1814.  No  explanation 
was  given  of  the  delay.  In  another,  the  wife  was  delivered  of 
an  illegitimate  child  in  March,  1830,  and  in  the  month  of  Oc- 
tober following  the  husband  came  to  England  and  inquired 
into  the  matter.  The  act  was  passed  in  1839,  and  the  delay 
was  not  accounted  for.  In  another  case,  the  wife's  adultery 
was  in  1820,  but  not  known  till  1830,  when  the  adulterer  was 
dead.  He  instituted  his  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  in 
1832;  the  divorce  act  by  parliament  was  passed  in  1839. 
There  was  some  evidence  of  the  husband's  poverty  to  ac- 
count for  the  delay.  In  another  case,  the  adultery  was  in 
1829 ;  the  divorce  act  was  passed  in  1840.  There  was,  in 
this  case  also,  some  evidence  of  the  husband's  poverty.  In 
another  case,  the  commission  and  knowledge  of  the  adultery 
were  in  1829,  and  the  divorce  act  was  passed  in  1840. 
There  was  evidence  of  poverty  at  first ;  but,  in  1832,  the 
poverty  had  ceased ;  leaving,  it  appears,  an  interval  of  eight 
years  unexplained.  In  some  of  the  other  cases  referred  to 
the  delay  was  less. 

§  110.  Out  of  this  doctrine  of  lapse  of  time  we  have  thus 
drawn  the  doctrine  of  Insincerity.  We  shall  discuss  it  still 
further  when  we  come  to  consider  the  p&rticular  matter  of 
impotence ;  for,  under  the  title  of  Impotence,  there  are  some 
doctrines  relating  to  this  subject  of  such  special  application 
to  the  particular  title,  that  it  will  be  best  to  consider  them 
there,  rather  than  here. 

§  111  [414  a].  Yet  concerning  this  doctrine  of  insincerity ; 
or,  rather,  the  doctrine  of  a  defendant  being,  permitted  to  go 

*  Heayiside'8  Diyorce  Bfll,  IS  Gl.  &  F.  883. 
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dear  when  the  insincerity,  as  it  is  called,  of  the  plaintiff  ap- 
pears ;  a  single  observation  should  be  made.  When  a  party 
comes  into  court  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the  tribunal,  not 
for  the  real  purpose  of  obtaining  what  in  words  he  asks,  he 
should  always  be  dismissed.  An  illustration  of  this  proposi- 
tion occurs  where  a  man  wishes  to  learn  the  law  from  the 
court;  and,  for* this  purpose^  carries  intd  court  a  fictitious 
cause.  The  rule  is  familiar,  that  parties  in  such  circum- 
stances will  be  dismissed*  And  if  a  man,  not  desiring  a 
divorce  from  his  wife,  should  bring  a  suit  for  divorce  against 
her,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  her  trouble,  or  casting  reproach 
on  hAr  reputation,  or  for  any  other  reason  than  what  appears 
in  the  case^  he  should  be  sent  oUt  of  court  What  is  so  far 
stated  is  plain.  But  in  reason,  supppse  a  man  chose  not  to 
avail  himself  of  his  legal  remedy  during  the  last  year,  or  the 
last  twenty  years,  yet  did  not  condone  the  offence,  why,  if  he 
really,  and  in  good  faith,  desires  now  to  avail  himself  of  it, 
should  he  not  be  permitted  to  do  so  ?  Of  course,  if  he  has 
long  slumbered  over  his  rights,  the  court  should  inquire  the 
more  diligently  whether  he  has  not  also  remitted  them.  Yet 
mere  slumbering  over  rights,  or  the  wakeful  attention  to 
them  in  the  mind,  while  lingering  affection  holds  back  the 
hand  from  which  the  blow  might  faU,  ought  not,  whatever  in 
fact  it  may  sometimes  do  under  judicial  rule,  to  bar  the 
temedy  afterward  sincerely  sought 

§  112.  This  matter  was  somewhat  discussed  in  a  late 
English  case,  where  a  wife  brought  a  suit  for  nullity  of  mar- 
riage, twenty-five  years  after  its  celebration,  and  twenty-one 
years  after  cohabitation  ceased,  on  the  ground  of  the  hus- 
band's impotence.  Two  judges  out  of  three  concurred  in 
rejecting  her  prayer  because  of  the  delay,  connected  with  the 
other  circumstances  of  the  case ;  the  third  judge,  Bramwell, 
B.,  made  the  following  observations,  and,  as  they  are  particu- 
larly connected  with  the  matter  now  under  discussion,  they 
are  given  here,  instead  of  being  reserved  for  the  future  chap- 
ter :  "  Here  it  is  suggested,  that  the  petitioner  lived  with  the 
respondent  four  years;  endeavored  to  get  him  to  take  her 
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back ;  has  always  been  williQg  to  go  back,  and  only  sues 
now  because  he  refnses  to  maiiftain  her ;  that  she  is  in  tmth 
not  complaining  of  the  marriage  and  seeking,  to  get  rid  of  it 
because  it  is  a  grievance  to  her,  but  complaining  because  her 
husband  will  not  maintain  her.  I  think  that  is  not  so ;  I 
think  these  circumstances  only  show,  that  she  would  not 
complain  of  the  marriage  if  he  would  live  with  her  or  main- 
tain her ;  but  that,  as  he  will  not,  she  does  not  only  in  form 
but  in  substance  complain  of  it,  and  seeks  to  get  rid  of  what 
is  to  her  a  grievance.  It  is  as  though  a  person  took  posses* 
sion  of  my  land,  and  I  forebore  to  complain  as  long  as  he 
gave  me  a  compensation  ;•  when  he  ceases  to  do  so,  I  tnake 
my  true  complaint."  ^  It  seems  to  the  writer  plain,  that 
there  is  no  insincerity  in  any  application  in  which,  in  good 
faith,  the  party  applying  desires  to  get  rid  of  the  marriage. 
Suppose  the  reason  is,  that  a  good  opportunity  for  a  second 
marriage  has  presented  itself;  or  that  the  applicant  can  bet* 
ter  support  herself  as  a  single,  than  as  a  married,  woman;  or 
that  she  once  had  conscientious  scruples  about  taking  a  di- 
vorce, but  has  none 'now;  or  that  she  expects  to  inherit 
property,  and  wishes  the  vinculum  to  be  snapped  first;  — 
Is  there  insincerity  here  ?  Suppose  the  applicant  were  will- 
ing to  condone  the  offence,  but  the  other  party  would  not 
accept  the  condonation,  —  we  have  already  seen,' that  this 
willingness  is  not  a  condonation  in  law, — surely,  then,  it 
should  not  be  made  to  bar  the  right  to  divorce  on  any  notion 
of  insincerity.  In  desertion,  the  case  always  is«  that  the  com- 
plaining party  was  willing  to  cohabit  with  the  other ;  yet,  if 
the  doctrine  of  insincerity  is  to  operate  in  such  circumstances, 
the  complainant  can  never  have  the  remedy  of  a  divorect 
and  the  statute  which  authorizes  the  divorce  is  a  nullity. 


1  H.  V.  C.  1  8wmb.  &  T.  S05,  619.  *  Ante,  \  47. 
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'    BOOK  II. 


THE  LOCALITY  OR  JURISDICTION  WITHIN  WHICH  SUITS 
FOR  DIVORCE  AND  FOR  NULLITT  OF  MARRIAGE  ARE 
TO  flfi  PROSECUTED. 


CHAPTER    VII. 


BOMB  GSNSRAL  VIEWS^ 


1 113  [712].  Thb  principal  object  of  this  series  of  chap- 
ters is  to  explain,  under  what  circomstances  a  judicial  tri- 
bunal may  properly  take  cognizance  of  a  question  of  divorce; 
and  under  what  circumstances,  the  cognizance  having  been 
taken,  and  a  sentence  of  divorce  pronounced,  the  sentence 
will  be  recognized  as  valid  and  binding  in  the  tribunals  of 
other  States  and  countries.  And  the  reader  perceives,  that 
two  distinct  inquiries  here  present  themselves ;  for  the  fact 
may  be,  that  the  tribunals  of  a  country  will  grant  a  divorce 
under  such  circumstances  as  will  lead  the  tribunals  of  another 
couniary  to  hold  it  void,  for  want  of*  a  jurisdictiou  in  the 
former  country.  Yet  a  fact  like  this  is  greatly  to  be  depre- 
cated ;  and  the  courts  of  every  country,  both  when  they 
decree  divorces  and  when  they  sit  'in  judgment  on  foreign 
divorces,  should  do  whatever  they  consistently  can  to  estab- 
lish rules  preventive  of  such  a  consequence.^ 

1  And  flee  obserratioofl  of  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Hartean  p.  Harteaa,  U  Pick.  181, 187. 
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§  114  [713] .  The  tribunals  of  every  country  are  controlled 
by  the  legislative  power;  and,  when  lawfully  commanded, 
they  take  jurisdiction  of  a  question  of  divorce,  though  the 
individual  judges  believe  the  jurisdiction  to  be  improper,  or 
even  believe  the  divorce  sentence  to  be  without  authority 
under  the  international  law.  The  sentence,  if  void  abroad, 
is  stiU  valid  at  home.^  Yet  in  a  late  Rhode  Island  case,  the 
learned  court  very  properly  laid  down  the  doctrine,  that, 
under  general  words  of  a  statute,  it  would  not  undertake  to 
dissolve  a  marrieige  between  parties  so  situated  that  the 
sentence  of  dissolution  ought  not  to  be  held  binding,  on 
general  principles  of  law^  upon  the  courts  of  every  other 
country  or  State.'. 

§  115.  The  various  matters  connected  with  this  subject 
were,  in  the  earlier  editions  of  this  work,  embraced  within  a 
single  chapter.  In  the  present  edition,  it  is  deemed  best  to 
change  in  some  degree  the  order  of  the  discussion,  to  add 
some  new  matter,  and  to  break  into  several  chapters  what 
before  was  embraced  in  one. 


1  See  D'Aicy  r.  Ketcfanm,  11  How.  U.  8. 1«5. 
*  Dition  V.  Dition,  i  B.  L  87. 
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CHAPTER    VIII.  • 

PBELmnrART  INQUIBT  OONOKSIONa  THB  LAW  OT  DOmOIL. 

§  116.  It  ia  not  proposed  to  enter,  in  this  chapter,  into  a 
fall  di8CU88ion  of  the  law  of  domiciL  But  readers  will  see, 
in  subsequent  chapters,  that  upoir  thiB  law  rests  a  consider- 
able part  of  the  doctrine  relating  to  the  locality  in  which 
*  the  divorce  snit  and  the  suit  for  nullity  are  to  be  carried  on, 
and  the  doctrine  which  controls  the  decidion  in  questions 
of  conflict  between  the  laws  of  different  countries  where  the 
divorce  has  been  had  in  one  country  and  the  validity  of  it 
is  tried  in  another.  Some  views  of  the  law  of  domicil,  there- 
fore, seem  indispensable  as  introductory  to  the  discussion 
which  is  to  follow. 

"§  117.  The  domicil  of  a  man  is  the  place  where  he  has 
his  home.  Various  definitions  of  domicil  have  been  at* 
tempted.  The  leading  one  which  Mr.  Robert  Phillimore,  in 
his  book  on  the  Law  of  Domicil,  has  selected  from  the  Ro- 
man law,  seems  to  the  writer  of  these  volumes  to  be,  on 
the  whole,  as  judicious  as  any  definition  which  he  has  seen. 
It  is  in  the  following  words :  ^'  In  whatsoever  place  an  indi- 
vidual has  set  up  his  household  gods,  and  made  the  chief 
seat  of  his  affairs  and  interests,  from  which,  without  some 
special  avocation,  he  has  no  intention  of  departing;  from 
which,  when  he  has  departed,  he  is  considered  to  be  from 
hon^;  and  to  which,  when  he  has  returned,  be  is  considered 
to  have  returned  home :  in  this  place^  there  is  no  doubt 
whatever,  he  has  his  domicil."  ^    Says  Story :  <^  By  the  tenn 

1  Fhlllim.  Dom.  11. 
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domicile  in  its  ordipary  acceptation,  is  meant  the  place  where 
a  person  lives  or  has  his  home."  ^ 

§  118.  While  these  definit^ns  seem  plain  and  simple,  they 
are  still  inadequate  to  solve'  many  questions  which  arise  in 
the  practical  administration  of  justice.  Indeed  it  is  impos- 
sible that  any  definition,  in  any  department  of  the  law,  should 
serve  as  a  complete  substitute  for  the  fuller  exposition  which 
is  embraced  in  the  statement  of  points  in  detail.  Remem- 
bering, however,  that  «a  man's  domicil  is  the  place  where 
he  has  his  home,  let  us  see,  whether,  in  a  single  sentence 
which  shall  serve  as  an  outiine  of  the  law,  we  cannot  set  this 
matter  a  littie  more  clear 'before  the  understanding  than  it 
appears  in  the  foregoing  definitions.^  Domicil,  then,  is  the 
place  in  which,  both  in  fact  and  intent,  the  home  of  a  per-  * 
son  is  established,  without  any  existing  purpose  of  mind  to 
return  to  a  former  home ;  it  is  the  place  where  the  person 
lives,  in  distinction  from  the  place  where  he  transacts  his 
business ;  the  place  where  he  chooses  to  abide,  in  distinction 
from  the  place  in  which  he  may  be  for  a  temporary  purpose ; 
the  place  which  he  has  chosen,  in  distinction  from  one  to 
which  he  may  be  exiled ;  if  he  is  entitied  in  law  to  command 
where  his  place  of  residence  shall  be,  it  is  the  place  which  he 
has  himself  selected,  in  distinction  from  any  place  which  an- 
other may  have  selected  for  him ;  if  the  person  is  an  infant 
or  a  married  woman,  it  is  the  place  which  the  husband  or 
father  has  ordained,  in  distinction  fronr-the  place  of  the  per- 
son's own  choice ;  it  is  ordinarily,  in  the  case  of  the  wife,  the 
place  where  the  husband  has  his  domicil ;  every  person  has 
a  domicil ;  no  person  has  but  one  ;  it  is  the  place  which  the 
fact  and  the  intent,  combining  with  one  another  and  with 
the  law,  gravitate  to  and  centre  in,  as  the  home. 

§  119.  Considering,  therefore,  the  last  period  to  have  em- 
braced a  general  outline  of  the  law  of  domicil,  nothing 
further  will  be  attempted  in  this  chapter,  except  to  direct  the 


1  Story,  Confl.  Laws,  {  41, 
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leader's  attention  to  a  few  detached  points :  Mr.  Phillimore 
puts  the  question,  —  ^^  Can  a  man  have  two  domicils  ?  "  and 
adds :  "  The  Roman  law  has  answered  in  the  affirmative, 
that  is,  where  a  man  had  so  set  up  his  household  gods  in 
both  places  as  to  appear  equally  eatablished  in  both;  and 
this  answer,  properly  understood  and  qualified,  is  not  in- 
correct, with  reference  to  the  international  Taw  of  the  present 
day."  ^  If  we  were  to  enter  fully  into  this  subject  it  might 
be  shown,  that  there  is,  known  to  some  departments  of  the 
law,  a  sort  of  gtiasi  domicil,  which,  while  it  may  on  the  one 
hand  be  in  a  different  place  from  the  real  domicil,  is,  on  the 
other  hand,  taken,  for  certain  purposes,  to  be  the  domicil. 
But  the  idea,  that,  in  any  other  sense,  a  man  may  have  two 
domicils,  —  if  two,  then  two  hundred  as  well,  —  is  contrary  to 
modern  notions  and  modern  habits  and  modern  civilization. 
-  A  wandering  Arab  may  perhaps  have  two  domicils ;  but, 
where  men  are  attached  to  localities,  each  man,  though  he 
may  be  in  several  localities  at  different  times,  and  perhaps 
during  different  parts  of  the  same  day,  must  be  presumed  to 
have  chosen  one  of  them  as  his  home,  the  same  as,  when  he 
is  a  married  man,  and  associates  with  more  women  than  one, 
he  is  in  law  presumed  to  have  selected  only  one  of  them  as 
his  wife.  "  Every  person,"  said  Shaw,  C.  J.,  "  must  have  a 
domicil  somewhere ;  and  a  man  can  have  only  one  dmnicil, 
for  one  purpose,  at  one  and  the  same  time."  ^  And  this,  it 
is  submitted,  is  the  sounder  view. 

§  120.  The  observations  embraced  within  the  last  section 
suggest  the  answer  to  the  question,  whether  it  may  not  be 
that,  for  one  pur]X)se,  a  man's  domicil  is  in  one  place;  for 
another  purpose,  in  another  place.  In  a  recent  English  case 
before  the  Matrimonial  Court,  Sir  C.  Cresswell  observed : 
^'  On  the  argument  before  me  ....  it  was  truly  stated,  that 


1  Phillim.  Dom.  IS. 

*  Abington  v.  North  Bridgewater,  23  Pick.  170,  177;  8.  p.  Opinion  of  the 
Jadges,  5  Met.  587,  589 ;  Thorndike  o.  Boston,  1  Met.  S49.  And  see  Judson  v. 
Lathrop,  1  La.  An.  78 ;  Baraham  v.  Rangeley,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  7. 
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the  word  domicil  has  many  meanings,  according  as  it  is 
used  with  reference  to  succession,  or  for  determining  rights  of 
belligerents,  or  ascertaining  trading  privileges."  ^  And  the 
facts  of  cases  would  show,  that,  as  mentioned  in  our  last 
section,  the  qtiasi  domicil  is  not  unfrequently  permitted  to 
stand  in  the  place  of  the  real  one ;  for  thus  is  the  strict  rule 
of  the  law,  perhaps  not  improperly,  in  some  circumstances 
cent,  under  the  semblance  of  flexibility  in  a  word,  to  meet 
the  justice  of  a  case,  or  to  conform  to  the  general  principles 
of  jurisprudence  applicable  in  the  particular  department  of 
the  law. 

§  121.  There  is  another  matter,  like  the  one  mentioned  in 
the  last  section,  worthy  of  note.  When  the  question  is, 
whether,  in  fact,  a  particular  person  is  domiciled  in  a  particu- 
lar place,  if  there  are  reasons  apparent  in  the  case  why  the 
person  should  desire  the  domicil  to  exist  in  this  place  in 
appearance,  rather  than  in  another ;  and  why  he  should  at 
the  same  time  choose  the  other  domicil  in  fact,  rather  than 
this ;  why,  in  short,  appearance  and  fact  should  be  different, 
—  the  court,  or  the  jury,  as  the  case  may  be,  will  closely 
scan  the  appearances  to  see  whether  really  the  fact  accords 
with  them ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  if  no  such  discordant 
mattet  exists  in  the  case,  the  conclusion  of  domicil  will  be 
readily  reached.  According  to  strict  law,  if  a  man  has  de- 
termined to  change  his  domicil,  —  as,  for  instance,  to  remove 
from  one  of  our  States  to  another,  —  he  acquires  all  the 
rights  pertaining  to  the  new  domicil,  except  indeed,  such  as 
may  by  special  statute  be  made  to  depend  upon  his  having 
maintained  the  domicil  for  a  given  number  of  days  or  years, 
the  instant  his  new  residence  is  established.^  But  suppose 
the  man  immediately  applies  for  a  divorce  in  the  new  local- 
ity, and  suppose  the  cause  alleged  for  the  divorce  is  such  as 
would  not  entitle  him  to  this  remedy  in  the  State  whence  he 
came,  and  suppose  he  left  behind  him  land  and  houses  and 


1  Yelyerton  v.  Telyeiton,  1  Swab.  &  T.  574,  585;  s.  p.  Ffaillim.  Dom.  18,  19. 
*  Cooper  V.  Galbraith,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  546. 
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friends  and  business,  while  he  has  none  of  these  things  in  the 
State  where  he  makes  the  application,  —  Who  will  believe, 
in  such  a  case,  that  there  is  any  change  of  domicil  ?  Every 
man  would  know,  thoagh  sach  an  applicant  should  swear  to 
the  contrary,  that  he  was  an  adventurer  away  from  home, 
endeavoring  by  a  false  representation  to  obtain,  from  a 
cheated  court,  a  worthless  writing  in  the  form  of  a  decree  of 
divorce,  wherewith  to  deceive  some  unsuspecting  woman 
into  a  polygamous  marriage  with  him  during  the  lifetime  of 
bis  real  wife.  But  there  might  be  cases  less  clear  than  the 
one  thus  put,  in  which  the  question  would  be  attended  with 
great  difficulty.  In  still  other  circumstances,  the  change  of 
domicil  with  the  change  of  the  personal  presence  would  be 
readily  inferred,  though  the  cause  Xyas  one  of  divorce.^  The 
fact  that  generally  in  our  States  a  reiilBence  during  a  specified 
number  of  years  is  by  statute  required,  before  a  party  can 
make  application  for  a  divorce,  where  the  cause  of  the  di- 
vorce occurred  elsewhere,  is  a  great  preventive  of  fraud  in 
those  cases,  but  it  is  not  an  absolute  estoppeL 

§  122.  It  is  familiar  to  the  reader,  that  there  are  some 
circumstances  in  which  a  party  to  an  ordinary  civil  con- 
troversy may  desire  to  establish  for  himself  a  residence  in  a 
State  other  than  the  one  in  which  the  other  party  resides, 
in  order  to  give  to  the  United  States  tribunals,  in  preference 
to  the  tribunals  of  the  State,  jurisdiction  to  bear  the  cause. 
This  matter  is  one  of  domicil ;  for,  though  the  word  does  not 
occur  in  the  Constitution,  the  result  is  so  by  construction ; 
the  parties  are  to  be  domiciled  in  different  States.'  Here, 
if  a  person  removes  into  the  State  animo  manendi^  such  re- 
moval gives  him  the  citizenship  necessary  to  maintain  his 
suit  But  a  mere  temporary  change  of  place,  without  any 
intention  of  permanent  residence,  constitutes  no  change  of 


1  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  i  Paige,  460.    And  see  Greene  v,  Qreene,  11  Pick.  410 ; 
Chase  V.  Chase,  6  Qray,  157. 
*  Read  o.  Bertrand,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  514. 
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domicil.^  In  one  of  these  cases,  Story,  J.,  observed :  ^  If  a 
person,  wishing  to  oomnxence  suits  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  instead  of  the  State  Coarts,  chooses  to  remove  into 
another  State,  and  executes  such  intention  band  fide^  he  may 
thereby  change  his  citizenship.  But  his  removal  must  be  a 
real  one,  ammo  manendi,  and  not  merely  ostensible."  ^  And 
upon  this  principle  there  can  be  no  doubt,  that,  in  point  of 
law,  if  a  man  chooses  to  remove  from  his  State  into  another, 
being  attracted  to  the  latter  State  by  a  facility  which  it 
affords,  and  his  own  does  not,  for  obtaining  a  divorce,  the 
change  of  domicil  is  just  as  effectual  as  if  the  motive  were 
of  a  different  kind.  The  difficulty  is  one  of  fact;  the  ani" 
mas  nan  reveriandi  will  not  be  so  readUy  presumed  in  such 
circumstances  as  in  some  others.  Yet  there  are  cases  which 
seem  to  imply,  that  this  doctrine  cannot  be  applied  in  divorce 
law,  but  that  the  removal  must  be  without  the  intention  of 
obtaining  a  divorce,  though  probably  they  do  not  quite  come 
up  to  this  point^ 

§  123.  Should  the  party,  after  obtaining  his  divorce  in 
such  a  case,  return  to  the  State  of  his  former  residence,  — 
should  the  return,  be  speedy,  should  it  not  be  clearly  ex- 
plained, and  especially  should  there  be  any  circumstances 
connected  with  the  original  removal  calculated  to  awaken 
vigilance, — the  conclusion,  as  one  of  fact,  would  be  almost  in- 
contestable, that  there  had  really  been  no  change  of  domicil. 
At  the  same  time,  as  matter  of  law,  it  was  not  necessary,  when 
the  removal  was  made,  that  there  should  be  an  absolute, 
fixed  resolution  never  to  come  back ;  if  a  removal  is  made  in 
good  faith,  and  there  is  even  a  floating  and  undefined  pur- 
pose, or  vague  idea,  of  a  return  at  some  future  period,  still 
the  domicil  is  changed.^     And  there  is  a  Massachusetts  case 


1  Case  V,  Clarke,  6  Mason,  70 ;  Shelton  v.  Tiffin,  6  How,  U.  8. 163. 

*  Case  9.  Clarke,  supra;  s.p.  Cooper  v,  Galbraith,  8  Wash.  C.  C.  546. 

*  Smith  V.  Smith,  4  Greene,  Iowa,  266 ;  Shannon  v.  Shannon,  4  Allen,  134. 

*  The  State  v.  Fnst,  4  Earring.  Del.  658 ;  The  State  v.  De  Casinova,  1  Texas, 
401 ;  Binggold  v.  Barley,  5  Md.  186;  Warren  v.  Thomaston,  43  Maine,  406; 
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which  carries  the  doctrine  so  far  as  to  hold,  that,  if  a  citizen 
of  this  State  removes  with  his  family  into  another  State, 
retaining  in  this  State  no  dwelling-place,  bat  retaining  here 
his  place  of  business,  and  intending  to  retain  his  (Jpmicil 
and  to  return  at  some  future  period,  be  still  loses  in  law  his 
Massachusetts  domicil.^  Yet  such  a  person,  should  he  seek 
a  divorce  elsewhere,  under  such  circumstances,  for  a  cause 
which  had  already  occurred  while  the  parties  were  living  in 
Massachusetts,  but  which  by  Massachusetts  law  was  not 
sufficient  to  authorize  the  divorce,  would  be  a  peculiarly  for- 
tunate litigant  could  he  bend  the  court  and  jury  to  apply  the 
same  rule  to  the  case  then ;  for,  if  he  was  not  domiciled  ii;i 
Massachusetts,  he  was  domiciled  in  the  place  to  which  he 
removed,  so  the  courts  of  the  latter  State  had  the  jurisdic- 
tion ;  and,  if  they  granted  the  divorce,  it  was  good.^ 
f ^ 

Putnam  ».  Johneon,  10  Mass.  488.  And  see  Flttmmer  v.  Brandon,  5  Iro.  Eq.  190 ; 
HaiiBton  v.  Haintoa,  27  Missis.  704 ;  Jennison  v.  Hapgood,  10  Piek.  77. 

1  Holmes  v,  Greene,  7  Gray,  299. 

>  See  Chase  v.  Chase,  6  Gray,  157 ;  Leith  v.  Leith,  39  N.  H.  20 ;  McGifiert  t;. 
McGtfiert,  31  Barb.'  69;  Smith  v.  Smith,  13  Gray,  209;  Shannon  v.  Shannon, 
4  Allen,  134. 
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HOW  FAR  THE  RULB  THAT  THE  WIFB'S  DOMIOIL  FOLLOWS  THE  HUS- 
BAND'S, IS  APPLICABLE  IN  CAUSES  OF  DIVORCE  AND  NULLITT. 


§  124.  The  importance  of  the  discussion  intended  for  this 
chapter  appears  in  the  consideration,  that,  in  nearly  all  of 
our  States,  probably  in  all  of  them,  the  party  applying  for 
the  divorce  must  have  resided  in  the  State  during  a  speci- 
fied period  of  time,  especially  where  the  offence  occurred  out 
of  the  State,  in  order  to  give  the  court  —  such  are  the  terms 
of  the  statutes — jurisdiction  over  the  cause.  But  if  the 
wife  is  to  be  deemed,  under  all  circumstances,  to  reside 
where  the  husband  does,  and  to  be  deemed  incapable  of 
acquiring  a  residence  separate  from  his,  a  result  quit«  diffisr- 
ent  will  be  wrought  out,  in  regard  both  to  the  right  of  the 
courts  to  take  jurisdiction,  and  the  effect  of  their  sentences 
when  the  jurisdiction  is  taken,  from  what  would  come  of 
the  opposite  doctrine. 

§  135  [728].  The  general  rule  of  law  is  familiar,  that  the 
domicil  of  the  wife  follows  the  husband's.^  Still  it  will 
probably  be  found,  on  examination,  that  the  doctrine  rests, 
not  merely  on  the  legal  identify  of  husband  and  wife,  but 
also  and  more  particularly  on  her  duty  to  dwell  with  the 
husband  wherever  he  dwells.  Jf  he  commits  an  offence 
which  entitles  her  to  have  the«marriage  dissolved,  she  is  not 
only  discharged  thereby  immediately,  and  without  a  judicial 

1  Greene  v.  Greene,  11  Pick.  410;  Hainton  v.  Hainton,  27  Musis.  704.  And 
see  Waterborongh  v.  Newfleld»  8  GreenL  SOS ;  Brewer  v.  Idnnaens,  36  Maine, 
428. 
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detennination  of  the  question,  from  her  duty  to  dwell  with 
him,  but  she  must  abandon  him,  or  the  cohabitation  will 
amount  to  a  condonation,  and  bar  her  claim  to  the  remedy.^ 
In  other  words,  she  must  establish  a  domicil  of  her  owp,  sep- 
arate from  his;  though  it  may  be,  or  not,  in  the  same  judicial 
locality  with  his.  Courts,  however,  may  decline  to  recognize 
such  separate  domicil  in  a  collateral  proceeding;  that  is,  a 
proceeding  other  than  a  suit  for  divorce,  or  some  suit  in 
which  the  status  of  the  parties  in  respect  to  the  marriage  is 
to  be  directly  determined.  But  when  the  wife  is  plaintiff  in 
a  divorce  suit,  it  is  the  burden  of  her  allegation,  that  she  is 
entitled,  through  the  misconduct  of  her  husband,  to  a  sepa- 
rate domicil.  If  she  fails  to  prove  this,  she  fails  in  her  cause ; 
if  she  does  prove  this,  she  establishes  her  cause.  So  when 
parties  are  already  living  under  a  judicial  separation,  or  di- 
vorce from  bed  and  board,  the  domicil  of  the  wife  does,  not 
follow  the  husband's.^ 

§  126  [729].  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  wife  commits  an 
offence  which  entitles  the  husband  to  a  divorce,  and  he 
brings  his  suit  in  his  own  jurisdiction,  while  she  is  found 
in  another,  it  seems  clear  upon  principle,  as  it  appears  to  be 
settled  by  authority,  that  she  cannot  set  up  her  own  offence 
in  answer  to  his  claim;  and,  since  she  is  bound  to  follow 
him,  his  domicil  must,  for  the  purposes  of  the  litigation,  be 
taken  as  against  her  to  be  hers  also.  *This  principle  has 
been  carried  at  least  to.  the  extent  of  avoiding  any  mere 
technical  objection  to  the  court's  taking  jurisdiction  of  the 
husband's  cause,  when  the  wife  has  been  in  fact  dwelling 
in  another  country.^ 

1  Ante,  i  88-40. 

'  Williams  v.  Donner,  16  Jar.  386,  9  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  598,  2  Robertson,  505 ; 
Barber  9.  Barber,  21  How.  TJ.  S.  682. 

'  Warrender  v,  Warrender,  2  CI.  &  F.  488 ;  Chichester  v.  Donegal,  1  Add.  £c. 
5, 19 ;  ToYej  v,  Lindsay,  1  Dow,  117,  138, 189 ;  Whitcomb  9.  Whitcomb,  2  Curt. 
Ec  851,  7  Eng.  Ec.  139.  But  see  Borden  9.  Fitch,  15  Johns.  121 ;  Jxhj  v.  Wilson, 
I  Dey.  &  Bat  Eq.  668,  582.  And  Bee  Greene  v.  Greene,  11  Pick.  410;  Hull  9. 
HoU,  2  Strab.  Eq.  174 ;  HarriBon  9.  Harrison,  19  Ala.  499 ;  Hare  9.  Hare,  10 
Texas,  855. 
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■ 

§  127  [729].  Upon  the  like  principle,  if  the  wife  is  plain* 
tiff,  and  by  the  local  law  it  is  necessary  for  plaintiffs  in  di- 
vorce controversies  to  be  domiciled  in  the  country,  she  may 
sustain  herself  on  her  husband's  domioil  there,  though  she 
is  in  fact  living  abroad ;  and  he  cannot  set  up,  in  answer  to 
this  position,  his  own  wrong,  on  account  of  which  she  has 
lawfully  acquired  another  domicil.^  This  doctrine,  however, 
has  been  denied  by  some  courts,'  and  in  others  it  is  perhaps 
not  settled.^  In  a  late  New  Hampshire  case  it  appeared, 
that  the  husband  had  deserted  his  wife  in  Massachusetts, 
where  her  residence  still  remained;  that  he  had  then  Ire* 
moved,  without  her,  to  New  Hampshire;  and  in  this  condition 
of  things  she  applied  in  New  Hampshire  for  her  divorce. 
But  she  was  refused,  on  the  ground  of  her  non-residence. 
Said  Fowler,  J. :  "  It  is  contended  for  the  libellant,  that,  if 
the  husband's  residence  was  in  Bindge  [N.  H.],  of  which 
there  is  some  evidence,  the  wife's  must  constructively  and  in 
contemplation  of  law  have  been  there  also.  We  do  not 
think  this  position  can  be  maintained.  When  the  husband 
abandoned  his  wife,  necessity  of  separate  and  independent 
existence  gave  her  a  separate  residence  and  domicil;  and, 
when  he  came  into  this  State,  leaving  her  in  Massachusetts, 
her  domtcil  remained  there  with  her,  and  there  it  still  con- 
tinues." * 

§  128  [730].  It  is  not  apparent  how  it  can  be  any^more  a 
uniform  rule,  that  the  wife's  domicil  shall  follow  her  hus- 
band's, than  that  she  shall  not  sue  her  husband.  If  she  has 
adverse  interests,  and  the  law  gives  her  the  right  to  sue,  it 
must  give  her,  by  implication,  a  domicil  in  which  to  bring  the 
suit ;  on  the  familiar  principle,  that  every  right  carries  with 


1  Masten  v,  Masten,  15  N.  H.  159,  u  to  which,  however,  Bee  the  ooiichiduig 
part  of  this  aection;  Kashaw  v,  Kaahaw,  8  Cal.  812 ;  Harriaon  9.  Hamaon,  90 
Ala.  629.  See  Thompaon  v.  The  State,  28  Ala.  12,  17 ;  Haabenj  Haaberry, 
29  Ala.  719,  724.    And  see  poa^  §  209. 

s  Schonwald  v.  Schonwald,  2  Jonee  £q.  867 ;  post,  §  159. 

*  Knue  V.  Knue,  25  Miaao.  68 ;  Aahbaogh  v,  Aahbangh,- 17  Dl.  476. 

«  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  85  N.  H.  474. 
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it,  by  implication,  whatever  is  necessary  to  make  it  effectual.^ 
Upon  this  point,  Shaw,  C.  J.,  has  observed  :  "  It  is  probably 
a  jnster  view  to  consider  the  maxim,"  that  the  wife's  domicil 
is  the  husband's,  ^  to  be  founded  upon  the  theoretic  identity 
of  person  and  of  interest  between  husband  and  wife,  as 
established  by  law  ;  and  the  presumption,  that,  from  the  na- 
ture of  that  relation,  the  home  of  the  one  is  that  of  the  other, 
and  intended  to  promote,  strengthen,  and  secure  their  inter- 
ests in  this  relation,  as  it  ordinarily  exists  where  union  and 
harmony  prevail  But  the  law  will  recognize  a  wife  as  hav- 
ing a  separate  existence,  and  separate  interests,  and  separate 
rights,  in  those  cases  where  the  express  object  of  all  proceed* 
ings  is  to  show  that  the  relation  itself  ought  to  be  dissolved, 
or  80  modified  as  to  establish  separate  interests,  and  especi- 
ally a  separate  domicil  and  home ;  bed  and  board  bein^  put, 
a  part  for  the  whole,  as  expressive  of  the  idea  of  home. 
Otherwise  the  parties,  in  this  respect,  would  stand  upon  very 
unequal  grounds ;  it  being  in  the  power  of  the  husband  to 
change  his  domicil  at  will,  but  not  in  that  of  the  wife."  ^ 
And  the  doctrine,  that,  for  purposes  of  divorce,  the  wife  may 
have  a  domicil  separate  from  her  husband,  is  well  established 
in  the  American  tribunals ;  although  some  of  the  authorities 
would  seem  to  take  the  distinction  (it  is  submitted,  -without 
proper  foundation),  that  a  wife  cannot  lose  her  domicil  by 
the  husband's  change  of  residence  after  the  offence  is  com- 
mitted, yet  cannot,  on  the  other  hand,  acquire  a  new  one,^ 
It  has  indeed  been  distinctly  laid  down,  that  the  wife  cannot, 

1  Irby  V.  WilBon,  1  Der.  &  Bat.  Eq.  568,  58S ;  ^Steveiu  v.  StetenB,  I  Met.  S79  ; 
1  Bishop  Grim.  Law,  ^83. 

*  Hartean  v.  Harteau,  14  Pick.  181, 185.    And  see  alBo  The  Republic  p.  Skid- 
more,  S  Texas, 'S61. 

*  Frarjv.  Frary,  10  K.  H.  61;  Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  140;  Sawtell  v. 
Sawtell,  17  Conn.  284 ;  Fickle  v.  Fickle,  5  Yeiig.  203  ;  Richardson  v,  Richardson, 
t  Mass.  158;  Brett  v.  Brett,  5  Met.  233;  Fishii  v.  Fishli,  2  Litt.  337;  Tolen 
V.  Tolen,  2  Blackf.  407 ;  Hare  v.  Hare,  10  Texas,  355 ;  Hinds  v.  Hinds,  1  Iowa, 
86,  50;  Hanberry  v.  Hanberry,  29  Ala.  719,  724;  Mofiatt  v,  Moffiitt,  5  Cal. 
280;  Tates  v,  Tates,  2  Beaslej,  280;  and  the  other  authorities  cited  to  tiiis  sec* 
tion«  See  also  Dasent  v.  Dasent,  1  Robertson,  8D0;  Wharton  v.  Malr,  Ferg.  250, 
3  Eng.  £c.  414 ;  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  19  Ala.  499 ;  Yischer  r.  Yischer,  12  Barb. 
640;  Shanks  v,  Dnpont,  3  Pet.  242 ;  Chase  v.  Chase,  6  Gray,  157. 
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by  a  removal  of  her  habitation  after  the  commission  of  the 
oflTencef  acquire  a  new  jurisdiction  in  which  to  prosecute  her 
claim  for  divorce ;  ^  though  it  is  believed  the  preponderance 
of  American  authority,  as  well  as  weight  of  argument,  is 
greatly  the  other  way. 

§  129.  On  this  subject  of  the  capacity  of  the  wife  to  have 
a  domicil  separate  from  her  husband's,  the  following  further 
suggestion  may  be  useful.  When  the  parties  jare  living 
apart,  under  articles  of  separation,  the  wife's  domicil  must 
necessarily  be,  in  law,  the  same  with  her  husband's,  else  the 
effect  of  such  articles  would  be  to  make  the  separation  legal, 
— they  would  amount  to  a  quasi  divorce, -^  contrary  to  what 
we  have  seen  to  l>e  the  established  doctrine.^  Therefore 
when  a  separation  of  this  nature  exists,  or  any  ordinary 
separation  by  mutual  consent,  the  domicil  of  the  wife  is  the 
same  with  that  of  the  husband,  precisely  as  if  the  parties 
were  on  terms  of  cohabitation,  and  one  were  temporarily  ab- 
sent from  the  other.^  And  if  the  question  should  come  up 
collaterally,  where,  in  fact,  the  ill  conduct  of  the  husband  had 
justified  the  wife  in  separating  from  him ;  as,  for  example,  if 
the  domicil  of  the  wife-  in  the  case  of  a  will  made  by  her 
should  be  important,  it  certainly  seems  to  the  writer  of  these 
volumes,  though  he  is  not  able  to  refer  to  a  decision  in  point, 


1  Donej  V,  Doney,  7  Watts,  349;  Neal  v.  Her  Hiuband,  1  La.  An.  815; 
JackBon  v,  JackBon,  1  «K)lms.  424 ;  Mag:iiire  v.  Magnire,  7  Dana,  181, 186 ;  but,  in 
the  last  two  cases  certainly,  the  wife  had  not  become  a  permanent  resident  of  the 
State  where  she  brought  her  suit,  and  for  that  reason  could  haye  no  domicil  there. 
And  see  Cooper  o.  Cooper,  Milward,  878 ;  Pawling  v.  Bird,  18  Johns.  192,  208 . 
Tendooci's  case,  cited  8  Phillim.  595 ;  CoUett  o.  Collett,  8  Cnrt.  Ec  726,  7  Eng.' 
Ec.  568 ;  Dasent  v,  Dasent,  1  Robertson,  800 ;  Glover  o.  Glover,  16  Ala.  440. 
In  Pennsylvania  it  was  enacted,  Stat.  April  18, 1815,  ^  15,  that  ''no  person  shall 
be  entitled  to  a  divorce  firom  the  bond  of  matrimony,  &c.,  who  is  not  a  dtixen  of 
this  State,  and  who  shall  not  have  resided  therein  at  least  one  whole  year  previous 
to  the  filing  his  or  her  libel  or  petition.''  It  was  afterward  deemed  necessary  to 
provide,  by  act  of  April  18, 1848,  that  the  word  "citizen,"  used  in  the  above  sec- 
tion, "  shall  not  be  construed  to  apply  to  any  woman  who  shall  have  had  a  bona 
Jide  residence  in  this  State,  at  least  one  whole  year,'  previous  to  her  filing  her  peti- 
tion or  Ubel."    HoUister  v,  HoUister,  6  Ban.  449,  452. 

>  Vol.  L  ^  634et  seq.  *  Wanender  v.  Warrender,  2  Q.  &  F.  488. 
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that  the  wife's  domicil  must  be  taken  to  be  the  same  with 
the  husband's ;  because,  in  such  collateral  proceeding,  the 
question  whether  the  husband  had  been  guilty  of  adultery, 
or  of  cruelty,  or  of  any  other  offence  having  the  same  legal 
effect,  could  not  be  inquired  into. 

§  130.  Likewise  where  the  suit  between  the  parties  is  for 
the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  neither  party  should  be  per- 
mitted to  allege  the  separation  as  ground  on  which  to  give 
the  wife  a  domicU  separate  from,  the  husband.  This  exact- 
point  recently  arose  in  England,  and  the  learned  Judge  Or- 
dinary, Sir  C.  Cresswell,  refusing  to  allow  to  the  wife  a 
separate  domicil,  and  referring  to  the  American  law,  and  to 
the  expositions  of  it  contained  in  the  earlier  editions  of  this 
work,  said :  "  The  privilege  there  [in  the  United  States]  al- 
lowed the  wife  appears  to  have  been  founded  on  principles 
quite  inapplicable  to  this  case,  namely,  that  the  party  suing 
(whether  husband  or  wife)  must,  before  suit,  reside  for  a  cer- 
tain time  in  the  State  where  it  is  instituted ;  and  therefore, 
if  a  wife  were  bound  to  follow  her  husband  to  sue  him  where 
he  resides,  he  could  always  defeat  her  suit  by  changing  his 
residence  before  ^he  could  commence  it.  Another  ground 
was,  that  the  wife  then  contended,  that  by  her  husband's 
delinquency  she  had  a  right  to  be  released  from  the  marriage 
tie ;  whereas  here  she  is  seeking  to  enforce  it"  ^  K  in  our 
States,  it  is  submitted,  the  rule  referred  to  by  this  learned 
person,  whereby  the  suit  can  ordinarily  be  l>rought  only  in 
the  State  in  which  the  complaining  party  resides,  were  not 
established  by  statutes,  the  same  result  as  to  the  wife's 
power  to  have  a  separate  domicil  would  still  follow  from 
the  other  principle  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  extract  In 
this  view,  the  distinction  seems  both  plain  and  just.  If  a 
husband  deserts  his  wife  and  establishes  thereupon  a  new 
domicil,  while  the  wife  remains  behind,  —  then,  if  she  sues 
for  a  divorce  by  reason  of  the  desertion,  —  the  burden  of  her 
complaint  is,  that  he  refused,  alike  in  the  domicil  in  which 

1  Tdyerton  v,  Telyerton,  1  Swab.  &  T.  574,  691. 
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the  suit  is  brought,  and  in  the  domicil  to  which  he  removed, 
to  extend  to  her  the  matrimonial  eonsortium;  wherefore  she 
was  justified  in  remaining  where  she  was,  or  in  seeking  a 
new  domicil,  at  her  election.  If  she  establishes  the  allega- 
tion, she  succeeds  in  her  case ;  if  she  does  not,  she  fails.  But 
in  the  suit  for  the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  no  such 
issue  is  presented.  There  appears  merely  the  fact  of  the 
parties'  not  living  together,  coupled  with  a  prayer  for  cohab-* 
itation.  For  example,  there  may  have  been  a  separation 
under  articles,  —  a  case  in  which,  as  we  have  seen,^  there  is 
no  separate  domicil  acquired ;  yet  the  articles  are  no  bar  to 
this  suit,^  while  they  would  be  a  bar  to  the  divorce  suit  for 
desertion.^ 

§  131.  Whether  the  English  tribunal  in  which  the  distinc- 
tion mentioned  in  the  last  section  was  drawn,  will  follow 
the  American  rule  in  cases  in  which  it  is  applicable,  i^  matter 
upon  which  the  writer  is  not  able  to  speak  with  certainty. 
In  the  very  case  under  consideration  the  judge  observed :  "  I 
have  already  stated,  that,  in  my  opinion,  she  [the  wife]  could 
not,  as  a  married  woman,  acquire  a  domicil  recognized  by 
the  law  other  .than  that  of  her  husband^"* — words,  how- 
ever, which  do  not  necessarily  conclude  the  point^  In  a 
later  case  it  appeared,  that,  after  a  separation  under  articles 
in  England,  the  husband  removed  to  the  United  States, 
where  he  became  domiciled,  and,  in  the  place  of  this  his 
new  domicil,  committed  adultery  and  bigamy.  The  wife, 
remaining  in  England,  sued  him  there  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo^ 
and  had  her  prayer  allowed.  It  was  a  case  heard  before  the 
full  court ;  and  here,  upon  the  facts  as  thus  stated,  we  seem 
to  have  the  American  doctrine  fully  recognized ;  for  surely, 
an  American  lawyer  would  say,  an  English  tribunal  would 
not  take  jurisdiction  of  a  divorce  cause  where  neither  of  the 
parties  was  domiciled  in  England.     But  when  we  look  into 


1  Ante,  ^  129.  *  Vol.  I.  \  634,  786,  806. 

•  Vol.  I.  ^  783. 

*  Telyerton  v,  TelTorton,  I  Sw»b.  &  T.  574,  681.  •      *  Vol.  I.  ^  63. 
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the  case  we  find  the  following  language  held  by  the  Judge 
Ordinary,  speaking  for  himself  and  the  rest :  <<  Both  parties 
were  natural-born  English  subjects;  both,  therefore,  owed 
allegiance  to  the  crown  of  England,  and  obedience  to  the 
laws  of  England ;  that  allegiance  cannot  be  shaken  off  by  a 
change  of  domicil ;  the  husband,  therefore,  although  he  be- 
came domiciled  in  America^  continued  liable  to  be  affected 
by  the  laws  of  his  native  country."  And  upon  this  ground, 
without  any  allusion  to  the  other,  the  case  went  to  judg- 
ment^  Who  shall  say,  that  the  doctrine  of  perpetual  alle- 
giance is  ever  to  die  in  England,  while  the  soil  remains  ? 


1  Deck  r.  Deck,  2  Swab.  &  T.  90,  92.  And  Bee  Bond  v.  Bond,  2  Swab.  &  T. 
93;  Zycklinski  v.  Zycklinski,  2  Swab.  &  T.  420;  Palmer  v.  Palmer,  1  Swab.  & 
T.  551 ;  Simonin  v.  Mallac,  2  Swab.  &  T.  67. 
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§  132.  It  is  not  proposed  to  discuss,  in  this  chapter,  the 
question  under  what  circumstances  courts,  by  direction  of 
particular  statutes,  will  take  jurisdiction  to  grant  divorces  in 
our  several  States.  This  matter  will  be  examined  in  brief 
in  a  subsequent  chapter.  What  is  here  to  be  considered  is, 
under  what  circumstances  do  the  principles  of  our  inter^State 
law,  and  of  private  international  law  generally,  require  the 
jurisdiction  to  be  assumed  or  declined,  when  the  divorce 
sought  for  is  from  the  bond  of  matrimony.  And  it  is  to  be 
observed,  that,  in  cases  in  which  the  jurisdiction  is  improp- 
erly taken,  the  divorce,  when  decreed,  will  be  deemed  a 
nullity  in  other  States  and  countries ;  because,  according  to 
a  well-known  principle  pervading  our  international  and  inter- 
State  jurisprudence,  when  a  jurisdiction  is  assumed  which, 
according  to  just  international  and  inter-State  doctrine,  does 
not  belong  to  the  tribunal  assuming  it,  even  though  the  tri- 
bunal does  act  under  the  express  direction  of  a  statute,  its 
judgment  is  everywhere  else  to  be  held  as  null.  The  late 
Chief  Justice  Marshall,  speaking-  for  the  United  States  Su- 
*  preme  Court,  expressed,  in  one  case,  the  doctrine  in  the 
following  terms :  <'  Of  its  own  jurisdiction,  so  far  as  depends 
on  municipal  rules,  the  court  of  a  foreign  nation  must  judge, 
and  its  decision  must  be  respected.  But  if  it  exercises  a 
jurisdiction  which,  according  to  the  law  of  nations,  its  sove- 
reign could  not  confer,  however  available  its  sentences  may 
be  within  the  dominion  of  the  prince  from  whom  the  author- 
ity is  derived,  they  are  not  regarded  by  foreign  courts.  This 
[110] 


CHAP.  Z.]         THB  GBNBRAL  DOOTRINB.  §  184 

diBtinction  is  taken  upon  this  principle,  that  the  law  of 
nations  is  the  law  of  all  tribunals  in  the  society. of  nations, 
and  is  supposed  to  be  equally  understood  by  all."  ^ 

§  133.  The  distinctions  upon  this  subject  may  be  other* 
wise  expressed  thus :  If  the  tribunal  assuming  a  jurisdiction 
had  no  authority  to  act  in  the  premises  according  to  the  law 
of  the  country  in  which  the  tribunal  sits,  its  judgment  will 
be  a  nullity  equally  at  home  and  abroad,  even  though  there 
should  be  no  objection  to  its  jurisdiction  on  principles  of 
international  law.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  tribunal  had, 
by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  it  sits,  a  jurisdiction  to 
act  in  the  premises,  its  judgment  until  reversed  will  be  bind- 
ing at  home,  whether  it  is  binding  abroad  or  not  It  will  be 
binding  or  not  binding  abroad, — that  is,  if  binding,  it  will  be 
so  to  the  extent  to  which  the  courts  abroad  give  validity  to 
the  class  of  foreign  judgments  to  which  it  belongs,  be  this 
extent  greater  or  less, -^  according  as  the  jurisdiction  was 
competent  to  the  court  or  not,  on  principles  of  international 
law.* 

§  134  [714].  We  shall  have  occasion,  in  a  chapter  further 
on  in  this  volume,  to  consider  the  effect,  at  home  and  abroad, 
of  sentences  of  divorce  and  the  like,  rendered  in  cases  wherein 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  tribunal  rendering  them  is  conceded. 
According  to  the  doctrine  there  to  be  laid  down,  a  sentence 
of  divorce  or  of  nullity,  pronounced  by  a  competent  court, 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  in  one  country,  is 
binding  upon  the  courts  of  every  other  country.     The  quali- 

1  B&e  V.  Himelj,  4  Cranch,  S41,  276,  277. 

*  I  hare  not  attempted  to  state  the  matter  in  the  text  in  the  language  of  anj  of 
the  caaes,  but  the  following,  among  others,  may  be  consulted:  Davis  v.  Smith, 
5  Ga.  274 ;  Pearson  v.  Darrington,  82  Ala.  227 ;  Hickej  v,  Stewart,  3  How.  U.  8. 
760;  Stooghton  o.  Mott,  IS  Vt.  176;  Cheriot  ii.  Fonssat,  3  Binn.  220;  Wymaa 
9.  Campbell,  6  Port.  219;  Georgia  Railroad  &  Banking  Co.  v,  Harris,  5  Ga. 
627 ;  Camden  v.  Mnlford,  2  Dntcher,  49 ;  Martin  v.  Carron,  2  Dutcher,  228 ; 
Canon  v.  Biartin,  2  Dntcher,  594;  United  States  o.  Yates,  6  How.  U.  S.  606; 
Flowers  o.  Foreman,  23  How.  U.  S.  182 ;  Wyatt  o.  Judge,  7  Port.  87 ;  Stamps  9. 
Newton,  8  How.  Missis.  84  ;  Bostwick  v.  Perkins,  4  Qa.  47. 
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fication  to  be  introdaced  to  the  general  proposition  is,  as 
thus  intimated,  that,  for  the  judgment  to  have  any  efficacy 
abroad,  the  tribunal  rendering  it  must  have  authority  over 
the  question  as  it  relates  to  the  particular  parties.  And 
the  authority  must  not  only  have  been  given  by  the  law 
of  the  particular  country  in  which  the  court  sits,  but  it 
must  also  be  an  authority  harmonious  with  the  doctrines  of 
international  jurisprudence.  The  cases  in  which  this  matter 
has  principally  arisen  are,  where  sentence  has  been  pro- 
nounced dissolving  a  marriage  for  an  offence  committed  sub- 
sequently to  its  celebration.  Ocdinarily  a  judicial  tribunal 
will  give  effect  to  a  foreign  matrimonial  judgment,  rendered 
under  circumstances  in  which  it  would  itself  interfere  in 
behalf  of  parties  similarly  situated.'  Yet  if  the  courts  of  a 
foreign  State,  under  command  of  a  statute,  take  jurisdiction 
to  dissolve  a  marriage  where  they  have  no  rightful  authority 
over  the  cause,  their  judgment  will  be  disregarded  by  the 
domestic  tribunals,  notwithstanding  a  similar  statute  at 
home  would  have  compelled  the  latter  to  proceed  in  the 
same  manner,  under  like  circumstances.'  Obviously,  how- 
ever, so  illiberal  a  doctrine  should  be  acted  upon  only  in 
extreme  cases. 

§  135  [715].  Let  it,  on  the  other  hand,  be  borne  in  mind, 
that,  to  determine  whether  a  foreign  tribunal  rightfully  took 
jurisdiction  over  a  cause  of  divorce,  the  method  is  not  to 
inquire,  whether  the  local  jurisprudence  of  our  own  country 
gives  the  same  jurisdiction ;  because  numberless  technical 
obstacles  there  are,  in  particular  States  and  countries,  of 
which  the  international  law  takes  no  cognizance.  For  ex- 
ample, if  the  constitution  of  the  English  ecclesiastical  tri- 
bunals, wherein  all  divorce  causes  were  heard  anterior  to  the 
year  1858,  and  the  statutes  of  England  governing  the  Eccle- 
siastical Courts,  forbid  the  citation  of  any  defendant  out  of 
his  diocese ;  while  a  particular  defendant,  domiciled  abroad. 


^  Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Qreenl.  140, 147  ;  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  7  Ohio,  i38. 
*  Irby  V.  Wilson,  1  Der.  &  Bat  Eq.  568,  681. 
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belongs  to  no  diocese  within  the  kingdom ;  this  might  per- 
haps have  been  an  insuperable  obstacle  to  those  tribanals 
practically  exercising  the  jurisdiction,^  —  a  matter,  however, 
which  does  not  apply  to  the  present  divorce  court  under  the 
statutes  now  existing; — but  the  consequence  by  no  means 
follows,  that  the  jurisdiction  was  not  properly  in  those  courts, 
and  that,  if  the  technical  difficulty  were  removed,  their  judg- 
ment in  such  a  case  would  not  be  entitled  to  credit  in  other 
countries.  So  in  most  of  the  American  States,  it  is  necessary 
under  statutes  for  the  plaintiff  to  have  resided  in  the  State 
a  specified  number  of  years,  before  bringing  his  suit  for 
divorce ;  but  it  does  not  follow,  that  a  decree  pronounced 
abroad  where  such  previous  residence  is  not  required,  would 
not  receive  full  faith  and  credit  in  those  States  where  it  is. 
These  statutory  provisions  need  not  here  be  discussed ;  our 
object  being  to  determine,  when  there  is  a  proper  jurisdiction 
without  reference  to  statutes. 

§  136  [716].  Still  the  foregoing  views  only  lead  us  again 
to  the  proposition,  that,  whenever  a  tribunal  is  unincumbered 
by  specific  statutory  direction,  it  should  take  or  decline  the 
jurisdiction  over  a  matrimonial  offence,  made  by  the  law  of 
the  State  ground  of  divorce,  according  as  the  circumstances 
are  such  as  to  render  the  judgment  it  may  pronounce  dis- 
solving the  marriage  good  in  other  countries,  or  not  good  in 
them,  under  a  true  construction  of  the  international  law  on 
this  subject'  ^Therefore  in  the  following  sections  we  shall 
treat  of  these  two  branches  of  the  doctrine  as  one ;  bearing 
in  mind,  that  we  are  not  considering  technical  difficulties, 
under  particular  local  statutes,  so  much  as  considering  the 
general  and  international  law  on  the  subject 

§  137  [717].  "With  these  preliminary  observations,  we 
come  to  the  subject  of  our  inquiries ;  namely,  —  What  are 
the  circumstances  which  give  a  court  rightful  jurisdiction 

^  -See  post,  4  158  and  not^. 

*  See,  for  a  diBciiMion  of  the  principle  here  involved,  Vol.  L  ^  348  et  f eq. 
throng  a  conaiderable  part  of  the  chapter. 
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over  a  cause  of  divorce  ?  This  is  a  question,  in  some  of  its 
branches,  of  considerable  obscurity  and  conflict  in  the  au- 
thorities; but,  as  we  approach  it,  we  are  furnished  with  a 
key  which  we  shall  find,  as  we  proceed,  will  unlock  most  of 
its  difficulties,  and  enable  us  to  pass  freely  through  its  intri- 
cacies and  partially  illumined  ways.  It  is,  to  use  the  lan- 
guage of  Taney,  C.  J.,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  that,  <^  every  State  /uis  an  undoubted  right  to  determine 
the  statusj  or  domestic  ami  social  condition,  of  the  persons 
domiciled  within  its  territory ?^^  The  proposition  indeed,  as 
laid  down  by  the  learned  judge,  ^as  applied,  as  the  facts  of 
the  case  show,  only  to  our  inter-State,  and  State-and-national, 
jurisprudence,  and  to  the  single  status  of  slavery ;  but  it 
admits  equally  of  the  broader  application  given  to  it  in  these 
pages.  Mr.  Burge  has  expressed  the  same  thing  in  similar 
langu^e.  He  says,  the  status  of  persons  is  ^'  conferred  by 
the  laws  of  the  domicil;"  and,  within  this  principle,  he  in 
terms  includes  marriage,  in  respect  both  to  its  institution  and 
dissolution;^  though  we  have  seen,^  that  to  its  institution 
there  are  qualifications  applicable  which  do  not  apply  to  it^ 
dissolution.  '^  Each  State,"  he  says  in  another  place,  ^<  pos- 
sesses the  power  of  regulating  the  enjoyment  and  transfer  of 
property  situated  in  its  territory;  and  of  defining  the  dvil 
rights  and  capacities  of  those  who  may  become  its  subjects  by 
birth,  by  acquired  domicil,  or  even  by  temporary  residence."  ^ 
This  doctrine  results  necessarily  from  the  familiar  and  well- 
settled  principle  of  international  law,  that  each  nation  has 
an  exclusive  sovereignty  within  its  own  territory;^  which 


^  Strader  v.  Graham,  10  How.  U.  S.  82. 

*  Bulge  Ck)l.  &  For.  Laws,  67,  58.  >  Vol.  1.  4  351^53. 

^  1  n>.  2.  "  In  the  opinioa  of  the  greater  namber  of  jarists,  the  law  of  the 
actual  domicil,  and  not  that  t>f  the  domicil  of  origin,  determines  the  status  or 
capacity,  in  every  case  except  in  that  of  legitimacy  or  illegitimacy,  and  the  ca- 
pacity to  become  legitimated  by  the  subsequent  marriage  of  the  parents,  and  of 
freedom  or  slavery.  This  opinion  is  supported  by  the  preponderance  of  authori^, 
and  is  most  consistent  with  the  principles  on  which  the  recognition  of  a  foreign 
law  is  founded."  1  lb.  13, 14.  See  also  Stoxy  Confl.  Laws,  \  51 ;  post,  \  U4- 
146. 

>  Stoxy  Confl.  Laws,  ^  IS, 
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sovereignty  also,  existing  in  like  manner  in  every  other  na- 
tion, precludes  the  former  from  exercising  a  direct  authority 
beyond  the  limits  of  its  own  dominions.^  We  have  seen,^ 
that  marriage  is  a  status ;  so  the  question  of  divorce  is  one 
of  status. 

§  138  [717  a].  In  a  previous  chapter*  we  had  occasion  to 
see,  that,  according  to  the  better  doctrine,  the  international 
law  of  marriage  enables  persons  to  enter  into  this  relation- 
ship, whenever  they  choose,  by  conforming  to  the  law  of  the 
place  where  they  are  for  the  moment,  though  this  law  should 
be  more  open  to  them  than  the  law  of  their  doraicil.  fiut  for 
reasons  mentioned  in  the  same  chapter,^  the  same  rule  does 
not  apply  to  divorce.  And  the  necessity  and  natural  right 
which  established  the  rule  mentioned,  as  applicable  to  mar- 
riage, establishes  the  other  rule  mentioned,  as,  applic&ble  to 
divorce.  The  interest  and  policy  of  every  nation  being  to 
favor  marriage,  no  harm  can  eome  from  permitting  persons 
to  marry  wherever  they  may  be,  in  any  part  of  the  world, 
by  simply  conforming  to  the  law  of  the  place ;  yet  just  as 
strongly  as  this  consideration  presses  in  favor  of  the  rule 
drawn  from  it,  just  so  strongly  it  presses  against  any  such 
rule  as  applied  to  divorce ;  because  divorce  is  the  opposite  of 
marriage,  is  the  undoing  of  what  policy  demands  should  be 
done.  And  though  the  laws  of  every  country  ought  to  at 
low  divorce  under  some  circumstances,  yet  the  domestic  law 
should  not,  in  this  regard,  be  overridden  by  the  foreign.  If 
it  were,  then  parties  might  be  divorced  when  they  pleased, 
by  going  to  some  country  where  the  divorce  was  permissible, 
in  utter  disregard  of  the  law  of  their  domicil. 

§  139  [71 8j.  A  distinction  illustrative  of  this  subject  is  the 
following :  While  every  State  determines  the  status  of  per- 


1  lb.  4  20.  .       '  Vol.  L  4  1  et  seq. 

*  yoLI.^848,  etieq. 

«  Vol.  I.  i  851^858  and  elMwhere. 
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sons  domiciled  within  it,^  and  asuaily  gives  to  those  who 
come  from  abroad  the  status  they  bore  abroad,  still  no  State 
uniformly  accepts  of  every  status  which  any  person  coming 
into  its  dominions  may  have  sustained  elsewhere.  Qenerally 
indeed,  when  one  comes,  even  temporarily,^  from  a  foreign 
State  or  country  to  our  own,  we  permit  such  person  to  have 
while  with  us  his  former  status ;  but  this  depends  upon  the 
nature  of  the  status  in  question.  K  it  is  a  status  not  recog- 
nized by  our  domestic  law,,  we  refuse  to  receive  it ;  but  ordi- 
narily we  do  receive  it,  when  our  law  acknowledges  the  like 
status.  Still  in  the  latter  case,  the  status  stands  upon  our 
own  law,  not  upon  the  foreign.®  For  example, — if  two  pei>- 
sons  in  South  Carolina  sustain  the  mutual  status  of  master 
and  slave,  the  tribunals  of  Massachusetts  will  take  cogni- 
zance of  it,  like  any  other  matter  of  foreign  law,  while  they 
remain  there ;  but,  if  they  remove  to  Massachusetts,  the  re- 
lation will  not  be  recognized  in  the  latter  State,  slavery  being 
against  the  policy  of  its  laws,  which  know,  indeed,  of  no  such 
condition  existing  within  its  borders.  If,  however,  these  per- 
sons remove  to  Virginia  instead  of  Massachusetts,  they  will 
sustain  there  the  former  status,  because  it  is  both  known  to 
the  laws  of  Virginia,  and  is  harmonious  with  their  policy.* 
Yet  as  the  laws  of  slavery  in  the  several  slave  States  vary, 
the  slave  who  is  removed  from  South  Carolina  into  Virginia 
sustains  a  slightly  different  status  in  the  latter  State  from 
what  he  did  in  the  former;  his  condition  in  society,  after 
the  removal,  being  determined  by  the  laws  of  the  State  to 
which  the  removal  was  made. 

• 

§  140  [719].  Marriage,  as  said  many  times  in  these  vol- 
umes, accords  with  the  policy  of  every  Christian  and  civilized 
country;  being  moreover  an  institution,  not  only  of  muni- 
cipal, but  of  natural  and  of  international  law.     It  everywhere 

1  Bee  Story  Confl.  Laws,  ^  61, 65-68,  71, 101 ;  1  Boige  Col.  &  For.  LawB,  258. 

>  Story  Confl.  Laws,  ^  lOa. 

*  See  Story  Confl.  Laws,  ^  S3,  69;  Vol.  L  \  867. 

«  See  lb.  ^  8S,  96,  96  a,  98. 
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originates  in  the  consent  of  the  parties,  while  dissoluble  only 
at  the  sovereign  pleasure.  From  these  and  the  foregoing 
propositions  therefore  it  follows :  —  first,  that  the  laws  of 
every  StAte  niust  determine  the  matrimonial,  as  every  other, 
status  of  its  domiciled  subjects ;  secondly,  that  the  tribunals 
of  every  other  country  must  ordinarily  look  to  the  laws  of 
the  domicil  in  respect  to  the  same  question;  thirdly,  that, 
when  persons  remove  from  one  State  or  country  to  another, 
they  will  immediately  assume  in  the  latter  the  same  status, 
whether  as  married  or  single,  which  they  sustained  in  the 
place  of  their  last  preceding  domicil ;  fourthly,  that  they  so 
assume  it  by  virtue  of  the  law  of  their  new  domicil,  not  of 
the  old,  to  which  old  law  they  are  no  longer  subject,  and  the 
status  in  the  new  locality  assumes  the  character  and  inci- 
dents given  it  by  the  new  law,  not  the  old.  Marriage  could 
not  indeed  be  a  thing  either  of  international  law,  or  of  uni- 
versal private  right  and  obligation,  and  be  governed  by  any 
other  principles.  It  could  not  be  international,  unless  there 
was  a  uniform  rule  among  all  nations  whereby  to  determine 
whether  or  not  it  exists ;  it  could  not  be  treated  as  resting  in 
private  or  natural  right,  unless  the  relation  lawfully  estab- 
lished was  respected  everywhere ;  and,  since  there  must  be  a 
uniform  rule,  such  rule  can  refer  the  question  to  no  other 
law  than  that  of  the  domicil  of  the  parties,  without  overturn- 
ing the  authority  of  governments  over  their  own  subjects. 
How  far  these  propositions  conflict  with  what  was  said  re- 
lating to  marriage,  as  distinguished  from  divorce,  has  been 
considered  elsewhere. 

§  141  [720].  The  exclusive  right,  therefore,  of  each  State 
to  determine  the  matrimonial  status  of  persons  domiciled 
within  it,  gives  its  tribunals  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  di- 
vorce causes  between  them.  In  the  language  of  Judge 
Story :  ^'  The  doctrine  now  firmly  established  in  America 
upon  the  subject  of  divorce  is,  that  the  law  of  the  place  of 
the  actual  bond  fide  domicil  of  the  parties  gives  jurisdiction 
to  the  proper  courts  to  decree  a  divorce  for  any  cause  al- 
lowed by  the  local  law ;  without  any  reference  to  the  law  of 
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the  plac^  of  the  original  marriage,  or  to  the  place  where  the 
ofTence  for  which  the  divorce  is  allowed  was  committed."^ 
This  doctrine  has  forced  its  way  through  many  a  field  of 
conflict ;  and,  though  its  authority  is  fully  acknowledged  in 
the  United  States,  it  is  hardly  so  either  in  England  or  Scot- 
land. There  is  hope,  that,  triumphing  everywhere,  it  may 
yet  bring  into  concord  in  this  matter  the  tribunals  of  the  two 
countries  last  mentioned.^ 


1  StoiT  Gonfl.  Laws,  4  230  a;  Harding  t^.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  140;  Tolen  v. 
Tolen,  2*Blackf.  407 ;  Wall  v.  Williamson,  8  Ala.  45 ;  Wall  v.  Williams,  11  Ala. 
826;  Hanover  v.  Tomer,  14  Mass.  227 ;  Fellows  v.  Fellows,  8  N.  H.  160 ;  Barber 
V,  Root,  10  Maw.  260;  Pawling  v.  Bird,  13  Johns.  192;  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  1 
Jofaqs.  424 ;  Pomeroj  v.  Wells,  8  Paige,  406 ;  Freeman  v.  Freeman;  3  West.  Law 
Jonr.  475;  Magnire  v.  Maguire,  7  Dana,  181 ;  Harrison  v,  Harrison,  19  Ala.  499. 
Hosack  says,  this  mle  "  seems  to  be  at  once  the  most  equitable  in  itself,  and  to 
afford  the  best  guaranty  for  the  bond  Jides  of  the  parties  in  seeking  a  judicial  dis- 
solution of  the  marriage."    Hosack  Confl.  Laws,  286. 

^  This  subject  has  been  considerably  discussed  by  Mr.  Bui^,  in  his  Commea- 
taries  on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws ;  and,  as  his  work  is  not  in  the  hands  of  the 
American  profession  generally,  I  need  make  no  apology  for  introducing  here  the 
following  extract ;  in  which  the  doctrines  of  tlie  text,  substantially,  are  ably  en- 
forced by  the  learned  author.  He  says :  "  The  following  are  the  oonsideradons  on 
which  it  is  submitted,  that  neither  the  lex  lod  ocmtractm,  nor  the  law  of  the  country 
in  which  there  has  been  only  such  a  temporary  residence  as  enables  a  party  to 
sustain  a  suit,  ought  to  be  adopted,  but  that  the  appropriate  law  by  which  the  dis- 
solubility of  the  marriage  is  to  be  determined,  is  that  of  the  actual  domidl. 

"  The  lex  loci  contractus  is,  and  ou^t  to  be,  invoked  only  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
certaining, whether  that  which  is  represented  to  be  a  marriage  is  so  in  law ;  or,  in 
other  words,  whether  the  relation  or  statoB  of  husband  and  wife  has  been  legally 
constituted.  When  that  purpose  is  answered,  and  it  has  been  ascertained,  that, 
according  to  that  law,  a  valid  marriage  has  been  contracted ;  as  the  connection  of 
the  parties  with  the  country  in  which  that  law  exists,  and  consequently  their  sub- 
jection to  that  law,  cease,  so  the  law  itself  ceases  to  be  the  mle  or  authority  which 
governs  their  conduct,  or  regulates  thehr  rights  and  obligations. 

"  The  contract  or  consent  on  which  the  status  of  husband  and  wife  is  fooaded, 
should  be  considered  as  perfectly  distinct  fix>m  the  status  itself.  The  latter  is  jurit 
gentium,  and  its  relations  extend  so  &r  beyond  the  parties  themselves,  that,  unlike 
a  contract,  it  is  not  in  their  power  to  prescribe  for  themselves  the  rights  which  it 
shall  confer,  or  the  obligations  which  it  shall  impose  on  ^em.  . 

"  The  municipal  law  of  every  country  takes  upon  itself  to  define  and  declare  th# 
rights,  duties,  and  obligations,  which  shall  be  incident  to  the  status  of  marriage, 
whether  that  status  has  been  originally  constituted  under  its  own  law,  or  under  that 
of  any  other  country. 

"  It  would  be  deprived  of  its  legitimate  power,  if  persona,  by  importing  the  nga* 
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§  142.   In  the  didcussion  of  particular  propositions  to  be 
conducted  in  the  next  chapter,  we  shall  have,  occasion  to 


latioDB  prascribed  by  the  Uw  of  some  other  country  for  ^eir  ezcliuiTe  goyemment, 
could  withdraw  tbemselTes  from  those  which  the  municipal  law  of  the  country  in 
which  they  reside  had  prescribed  for  all  its  inhabitants. 

"  It  is  not  therefore  to  the  law  by  which  the  status  is  originally  constituted,  but 
to  the  law  which,  after  it  has  been  constitated,  defines  its  rights,  conditions,  duties, 
and  pbligations,  that  -resort  must  be  had,  in  asoertainiBg  what  those  conditions, 
lights,  duties,  and  obligations  are.  These  are  questions,  not  of  contract,  but  of 
status ;  and  they  ought  to  be  determined  by  that  law  which  would  be  applied  to  the 
decision  of  other  questions  of  status. 

"  The  dedsions  in  the  negro  8ommersett's  case,  SO  Howell  St.  Tr.  1 ;  and 
Knight  9.  Wedderbum,  15th  Jan.  1778,  Monr.  DieL  Decis.  14545,  tiiat  a  slave  of 
the  British  Colonies,  on  his  arrival  in  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  became 
immediately  free,  proceeded  on  the  principle,  that  the  ttatiu  became  no  longer  sub- 
ject to  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  it  was  constituted,  when  the  party  ceased  to 
be  domiciled  in  that  country,  but  subject  to  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  he  had 
anriTed.  They  were  not,  and  could  not  be,  founded  on  the  abstract  principle  that 
slavexy  was  universally  illegal,  and  therefore,  that  no  law  under  which  it  existed 
could  be  recogniwd  in  an  En^iah  court ;  because  tiie  same  law  which  said  that 
slavery  was  unlawful,  and  cwid  wft  exist  in  England,  *  that  its  air  was  too  pure  for 
slavery  to  breathe  in,'  that '  the  moment  the  slave  put  his  foot  on  the  shores  of 
England  he  became  free,'  also  said, '  that  slavery  did  and  coudd  exist  in  her  colonieB  ; ' 
and  the  daily  decisions  of  her  courts  recognised  it  as  a  subject  of  property.  In  the 
conflict  between  the  law  of  England  and  that  of  her  colonies,  the  jurisprudence  of 
England  and  Scotland,  whilst  it  recognised  the  colonial  law  on  questions  of  oon-' 
tract  and  property,  rejected  it  m  the  q^iestion.of  status,  and  adopted  the  law  of 
England,  because  it  had  become  the  slave's  domicU.  Upon  this  principle,  also,  the 
status  of  slavery,  which  had  ceased  whilst  the  person  remained  in  En^and,  was 
held  to  revive  wiien  he  returned  to  the  colony.  The  Slave  Grace,  S  Hag.  Adm. 
94 ;  Williams  9.  Brown,  3  B.  &  P.  69.  See  the  argument  of  Mr.  Hargave,  in  the 
n^gro  Sommersett's  case,  20  Howell's  State  Trials. 

"  The  selection  of  the  law,  by  which  not  only  the  rights  of  property,  but  the 
personal  capacities  and  powers  of  the  husband  and  wife,  are  decided,  is  made  on 
principlea  which  are  equally  applicable  to,  and  ought  to  determine,  the  selection  of 
the  law  by  which  the  dissolubility  or  indissolubility  of  the  marriage  is  decided. 
Those  capacities  and  powers  are  decided,  not  by  the  lex  lod  contractue,  but  by  the 
law  of  the  country  in  which  tiie  husband  is  actually,  or  in  which  he  intends  to  be 
domiciled 

"  It  has  been  assumed,  that  the  dissolubility  or  indissolubility  of  the  marriage  is 
an  essential  part  of  the  C9ntract  itself.  There  seems  to  be  a  striking  fallacy  in  this 
assumption.  It  confbunds  the  municipal  regulations  which  prescribe  the  form  in 
which  the  marriage  is  contracted,  and  authorize  or  disallow  its  dissolution,  and 
which  are  limited  in  their  operation  to  the  country  in  which  they  are  established^ 
with  those  qualities  which  are  paramount  to  all  municipal  law,  and  are  of  univer* 
sal  obligation.    The  only  qualities  which  can  be  called  essential,  because  they  are 
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consider,  to  some  extent,  what  are  the  doctrines  upon  this 
subject  maintained  in  Scotland  and  in  England.     But  that 


reqaired  as  indiBpensable  in  the  oonstitation  of  the  conjugal  relation  in  eveiy  oonn- 
try  where  Christianity  and  the  law  of  nations  are  recognised,  are  the  consent  and 
capacity  of  the  parties,  and  no  such  propinquity  between  them  as  is  within  the  pro- 
hibited degrees. 

"  The  diversity  in  the  laws  of  diffiurent  countries,  and  at  different  periods  in  the 
same  country,  as  to  the  manner  of  contracting  marriage,  abundantly  establishes  the 
distinction  as  it  regards  the  constitution  of  the  status.  It  also  establishes,  that  its 
dissolubility  or  indissolubility  is  not  an  essential  quality  of  the  marriage.  It  has 
been  forcibly  obserred,  that  the  qualities  of  marriages  celebrated  before  Foljamb's 
case,  when  the  law  of  England  admitted  ^eir  dissolubility,  cannot  be  distinguished 
from  those  which  belong  to  marriages  celebrated  since  that  period,  when  their  dis- 
solubility wa«  denied. 

"  The  assumption,  that  the  indissolubility  is  an  essential  quality  of  a  marriage 
contracted  in  England,  is  also  inconsistent  with  the  fact,  that  it  may  be  and  is  dis- 
solved by  an  act  of  parliament.  There  is  an  incorrectness  in  the  expression,  that 
an  English  marriage  is  indissoluble.  It  is  indissoluble  only  sub  modo.  It  is  dis- 
soluble, if  the  party  seeks  its  dissolution  by  an  act  of  parliament,  instead  of  insti- 
tuting a  suit  before  a  judicial  tribunal.  In  truth,  by  the  law  of  England,  a  divorce 
h  vinculo  can  only  be  obtained  by  a  particular  proceeding.  The  necessity  of  resort- 
ing to  that  proceeding  is  the.  local  municipal  regulation  to  which  the  law  of  Eng- 
land subjects  the  status  of  marriage. 

"  Merlin  considers  the  effisct  which  the  law  of  France  of  1792,  granting  divorces, 
and  that  of  1816,  abolishing  divorces  h  tnnado,  would  have  on  mairiages  contracted 
before  the  promulgation  of  those  laws.  If  ih»  dissolubility  or  indissolubility  of  the 
marriage  was  an  essential  quality,  or,  in  his  language,  if  it  were  commeF  ^lat  q»ux 
I  'effet  immediate  et  la  simple  consequence  of  the  marriage,  there  could  be  no  doubt, 
that,  as  the  status  was  constituted  by  the  law  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage, the  parties  would  be  justified,  in  the  one  case,  in  insisting  that  their  contract 
was,  that  their  union  should  be  indissoluble,  and  in  the  other,  that  it  should  be  dis- 
soluble in  certain  cases :  'et  que,  dans  Tun  comme  dans  Tautre,  oe  serait  k  la  loi 
du  temps  du  contrat  qu'il  fandrait  s'en  rapporter  sur  la  force  du  lien  que  les  parties 
contractantes  anraient  form^.'    But  he  denies  that  it  is 

**  It  has  never  been  insisted,  that  the  lex  lod  amtraetus  ought  to  be  applied  in  de- 
termining for  what  causes,  and  ttnder  what  circumstances,  it  was  competent  to 
grant  divorces  a  mensd  et  thoro.  Neither  has  it  been  assumed,  that  the  cause  for 
which  the  temporary  separation  of  the  parties  might  take  place  was  an  essential 
quality  of  the  marriage  contract.  If  there  were  any  foundation  for  such  an  as- 
sumption, in  respect  of  a  permanent  separation  dissolving  the  marriage,  it  would 
equally  exist  in  respect  of  the  temporary  separation  of  th^  parties. 

"  The  means  by  which  the  discharge  of  the  duties  and  obligations  of  the  status 
may  be  most  eflfectually  secured,  the  redress  which  ought  to  be  affnded  to  either 
party  when  they  have  been  violated,  the  manner  in  which  the  public  morals  and 
good  order  of  society  may 'be  best  promoted,  are  the  objects  of  every  State  in  the 
municipal  regulations  by  which  it  authoriaes  the  temporary  separation  of  the  par- 
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there  is  a  tendency  in  the  latter  country,  at  least,  (chvard  the 
American  rule  of  the  domicil,  may  be  perceived,  among  other 


ties,  and  Buspends  the  obligations  of  the  status.  Each  State  is  the  best  and  only 
judge  of  the  means  by  whidi  these  objects  may  be  most  effectually  attained;  and, 
as  it  is  only  bound,  so  it  only  professes,  to  consult  the  interests  of  its  own  subjects. 
It  therefore  applies  its  own  law  to  those  who  are  its  subjects,  and  for  whom,  there- 
fore, that  law  was  established. 

"  The  exclusion  of  the  lex  loci  amtractus,  and  the  adoption  of  that  of  the  domicil  %  ^ 
in  questions  of  diYoroe  a  menaa  et  thoro,  afibrd  a  strong  argument  for  the  exclusion 
of  the  former,  and  the  adoption  of  the  latter,  in  questions  of  divorce  a  vinculo. 
The  latter,  no  less  than  the  former,  species  of  divorce,  is  a  municipal  regulation, 
and  both  originate  in  the  same  eonsideiations,  and  are  directed  to  the  same  ob- 
jects. 

"  The  adoption  of  the  lex  loci  contractus,  when  it  does  not  allow  the  dissolution 
of  a  marriage,  would  require,  that  it  should  be  adopted  when  it  does  allow  the 
dissolution.  Hence,  a  marriage  contracted  in  Scotland,  Prussia,  or  any  other 
State,  ought  to  be  deemed  dissoluble  In  England.  But  as  no  judicial  tribunal  is 
established  in  England  possessing  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  it,  the  law  cannot  enforce 
its  own  principle.  Such  a  defect  of  jurisdiction  affords  an  additional  ground  for 
doubting  the  correctness  of  that  principle.  The  soundness  of  any  principle  of 
international  jurisprudence  may  be  reasonably  doubted,  when  the  country  which 
adopts  it  does  not  afibrd  the  judicial  means  of  giving  it  effect. 

"  But  the  adoption  of  the  law  of  the  domicil  does  not  involve  any  such  incon- 
sistency. A  person  who  had  contracted  a  marriage  in  Scotland,  and  applied  to  a 
judicial  tribunal  in  England  for  a  divorce  a  vinculot  would  fail  in  his  application, 
because  the  law  to  which  he  had  subjected  himself,  either  by  resorting  to  it,  or  by 
his  actual  domicil,  did  not  authorize  such  a  divorce.  The  rejection  would  be 
warranted  by  the  lex  lad  domicilii, 

"  Upon  these  grounds  it  is  submitted,  that  the  adoption  of  the  lex  loci  contracttu 
in  questions  of  divorce  is  not  warranted,  either  by  the  purpose  for  which  this  rule 
has  been  established,  or  to  which  it  has  been  accustomed  to  be  applied,  but  that  it 
is  at  variance  with  those  principles  of  international  jurisprudence  which  have 
obtained  the  general  concurrence  of  jurists,  and  are  best  calculated  to  maintain 
the  legitimate  authority  of  the  laws,  as  well  as  to  promote  the  common  interests 
of  all  States. 

**As  its  dissolubility  or  indissolubility  is  90  part,  express  or  implied,  of  the 
contract  of  marriage,  but  is  an  incident  to  the  statua  of  husband  and  wife  after  it 
has  been  constituted  by  such  contract,  it  must  be  determined  by  the  law  to  which 
the  status  is  subject.  In  a  preceding  part  of  this  work  [vol.  i.  p.  102;  244,  Burge 
Col.  &  For.  Laws],  it  has  been  shown  on  the  authority  of  jurists,  and,  it  is  con- 
ceived, on  grounds  of  public  policy,  that  the  law  to  which  it  is  subject  is  that  of 
the  actual  domicil.         *  j 

"  The  same  considerations  which  exclude  the  lex  lod  contractus  from  the  decision 
of  the  question  of  dissolubility,  recommend  the  adoption  of  the  law  of  the  actual 
domicil,  rather  than  that  of  the  country  in  which  the  residence  of  the'  party  has 
been  taken  up  for  no.  other  purpose  but  that  of  instituting  a  suit 
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things,  in  a  protest  which  the  House  of  Lords  sent,  in  1860, 
to  the  House  x>f  Commons,  against  a  proposed  amendment 


"  The  incidents  and  qoalities  of  the  status  are  conferred  by  the  law  of  the  coun- 
try in  which  the  person  acquires  a  residence  animo  remanendi.  A  S£ate  has  no 
interest  in,  nor  does  it  profess  to  regulate,  the  condition  of  those  who  are  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  foreigners;  except  so  far  as  by  their  acts  or  conduct,  or  in 
respect  of  their  property,  they  become  the  objects  of  her  laws.  Thus,  wlien  it  is 
said  by  Burgundns,  Lauterback,  Hertius,  and  other  jurists,  '  tota  person®  conditio 
et  status  regitnr  k  legibus  loci  cui  ipsa  sese  per  domicilium  subjedt,'  they  contem- 
plate, not  the  place  of  a  temporary  residence,  to  which  the  person  has  paid  a 
transient  visit,  but  '  illnd  domicilium  ubi  quis  frequentihs  ac  diutihs  commorari 
solet  rerumque  ac  fortunarum  suarum  majorem^  partem  constituit.'  Hertius,  De 
Coll.  YoL  i.  §  5 ;  lb.  §  8,  pp.  124,  125. 

"Hertius  has  pointedly  contrasted  the  limited  and  qualified  e£fect  of  the  law 
of  a  place  of  mere  temporary  residence,  with  that  of  the  law  of  the  real  domicil  : 
'  Leges,  quae  personsa  qualitatem  sive  characterem  imprimunt,  comitari  personam 
soleant,  ubicumque  etiam  locorum  versetur,  tametsi  in  aham  civUatem  migraoeriL 
....  Quandoquidem  extera  ilia  civiias  in  advenam  non  habet  pUestalem^  nisi  ra- 
Uone  actuum,  vd  bononan  immobilium ;  in  reliqUis  isU  pahria  sucb  manet  subjectus* 
lb.  p.  123.  In  a  preceding  passage  he  has  explained  in  what  respect,  and  by 
what  means,  this  partial  and  limited  subjection  takes  place:  'Batione  actuum 
subjiciuntur  cujusque  generis  persona),  etiam  adventB  sive  exteri,  yel  transenntes 
yel  negotiomm  suorum  caus4  ad  tempus  in  civitate  commorantes,  quatenus  ni- 
mimm  ibi  agunt,  v.  g.  oontrahunt  vel  dclinquunt.'    Hertius,  vol.  i.  ^  4,  p.  121. 

"  It  is  perfectly  reasonable,  and  the  interests  Of  the  civilized  world  require,  that 
the  tribunals  of  every  country  should  entertain  questions  of  contract  'between  per- 
sons who  are  only  its  transient  visitors ;  but  there  is  no  reason  for  applying,  to 
the  determination  of  the  incidents  and  qualities  of  their  status,  a  law  which  never 
professed  to  regulate  it,  which  they  never  contemplated,  and  to  which  they  have 
no  intention  by  any  future  residence  of  conforming. 

"  The  law  by  which  the  succession  to  movable  property  is  governed,  perhaps 
affords,  in  the  origin  and  principle  of  this  rule,  another  reason  for  adopting  the 
law  of  the  real  domicil.  The  law  of  this  domicil  is  applied  from  the  presumption, 
that  the  owner  of  this  species  of  property  wishes  its  distribution  to  be  made  accord- 
ing to  that  law  to  which  he  had  by  his  domicil  subjected  himself.  But  his  mere 
casual  or  transient  residence  does  not  afibrd  this  presumption ;  and  therefore  the 
law  of  the  country  in  which  he  died  is  not  applied,  if  it  be  not  also  that  of  his  real 
domicil. 

'*  The  competence  of  the  tribunals  of  one  country  to  dissolve  a  marriage,  in  case 
it  has  been  contracted,  or  the  parties  have  their  i«al  domicil,  in  another  countiy, 
becomes  a  question  in  consequence  of  its  not  being  dissoluble  either  by  the  Ux 
lod  contractus,  or  by  the  law  of  the  real  domicil.  Hence  the  party  resorts  to  the 
tribunal  of  the  foreign  cotmtry  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  disabili^,  or  con- 
travening the  prohibition,  imposed  by  the  law  of  his  own  country.  It  seemi 
scarcely  compatible  with  the  respect  which  States  owe  and  render  to  the  laws  of 
each  other,  that  the  tribunals  of  one  should  afibrd  assistance  to  the  subject  of 
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to  a  pending  bill  for  removing  the  conflicts  which  had  there- 
tofore existed,  and  probably  exist  still,  in  the  laws  of  the  two 
ooiintries  on  this  sabject.  ^  A  suit,"  said  the  Lords,  '^  to  dis- 
solve the  tie  of  marriage  ought  to  be  entertained  only  by  the 
courts  of  the  country  in  which  the  parties  whose  marriage  is 
to  be  dissolved  are  bond  fide  domiciled,  according  to  the  well- 
known  law  by  which  the  saccession  to  movable  estate  is 
regulated  in  case  of  intestacy.''  ^  The  Faculty  of  Advocates 
of  Scotland,  however,  had  expressed  an  opinion  opposed  to 
this  view ;  so,  as  the  Lords  would  not  agree  to  what  the 
Scotch  lawyers  deemed  to  be  just  in  jurisprudence,  the  bill 
failed  to  become  a  law.  At  the  next  session  of  parliament, 
Stat.  24  and  25,  Vict.  c.  86,  entitled  *'  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Law  relating  to  Conjugal  Rights  in  Scotland,"  was 
passed ;  but  it  omitted  any  provision  upon  the  point  now 
under  consideration.^ 


another  State,  in  withdrawing  himself'  from  the  opei&tion  of  a  law  which  is 
obligatory  on  him.  Nor  is  it  required  by  any  considerations  for  the  supremacy  of 
its  own  laws,  that  sach  assistance  should  be  afforded. 

"  JioistB  generally  concur  in  considering,  that  a  penon  by  his  remoyal  from 
another  country,  for  no  other  purpose  than  that  of  doing  an  act  which  the  law  of 
his  own  domidl  prohibited,  cannot  give  to  such  act  the  validity  or  legality  which 
the  law  would  have  conferred  on  it,  if  it  had  been  done  by  one  who  had  become 
hmd  fide  domiciled.  [The  subject  is  considered,  1  Bulge  Col.  &  For.  Laws,  190.] 
It  afibrds  a  further  ground  fbr  not  implying  the  law  of  diyoroe  in  such  a  case.  It 
has  been  justly  obsenred,  that  LoUey's  case  might  have  been  decided  on  its  own 
peculiar  circnmstances.  He  was  making  an  engine  of  the  law  of  Scotland  to 
deleat  the  law  to  which  he  waa  property  amenable.  Feignsson  App.  p.  408.  The 
qpone  observation  may  be  made  on  the  case  of  Conway  o.  Beadey."  I  Burge  Col. 
k  For.  Laws,  680-691. 

1  Fraser  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws  in  Cases  of  Divorce,  10. 

*  1.  I  have  befbre  me  a  tract  of  79  pages,  written  by  Bir.  Fraser,  whose  work 
on  the  Scotch  Law  of  the  Domestic  Relations  has  been  so  often  referred  to  in. 
these  volumes;  wherein,  fai  1860,  he  attempted,  among  other  things,  to  show,  that 
the  rule  of  the  domidl  is  not  the  true  rule ;  and  that,  while  it  had  theretofore  not 
been  followed  in  Scotland,  neither  had  it  been  uniformly  followed  in  the  English 
tribunals.  As  to  these  two  latter  points,  the  pnMftioe  4  the  two  countries  had  un- 
doubCedly  been  pteeisely  as  he  stated  it.  As  to  the  former  point,  he  said :  "  When 
English  lawyers  insist  upon  domidl  as  the  sole  basis  of  jurisdiction  in  cases  of 
divorce,  and  assume  liie  responsibility  of  setting  aside  the  decrees  of  foreign 
tribunals,  they  are  bound  to  give  the  worid  reasons  for  their  conduct.  The  tpsB 
iudt  of  an  English  judge  is  not  sufficient  hi  the  great  republic  oi  jurists ;  and  yet 
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one  searches  in  yain  throogfa  the  roll  of  oises  from  Ck>nwa7  v.  Beazley  to  that  of 
Tellemache,  for  anjr  reason,  except  the  8ic  volo  sicjubeo  of  the  court  It  has  nerer 
been  explained  whj  the  law  of  domtcil  shoold  prevail  before  every  other,  when 
others  have  the  sanction  of  expediency  [ha^e  they  1]  — the  interests  of  humanity 
and  justice  [has  anybody  ever  explained  that  they  haye  %]  —  and  the  recommenda- 
tion of  a  long  antiquity  in  their  favor/'    Fras.  Ck>nfl.  Laws  of  Div.  45. 

2.  It  is  not  my  purpose  to  consider,  whether  the  English  judges  have  done  their 
duty  in  the  way  of  giving  reasons  or  not ;  but,  if  what  Mr.  Fraser  calls  "  th^ 
great  republic  of  jurists  "  shall  at  any  time  honor  me  with  looking  into  my  book, 
I  trust  he  will  not  tell  tiiem,  that  I  have  given  no  reasons ;  though  he  may  think 
himself  quite  justified  in  saying  my  reasons  are  not  good  ones. 

3.  Various  reasons,  such  as  they  are,  — some  of  them  being  my  own,  and  others 
being  reasons  assigned  by  judges  and  by  other  text  writers,  —  may  be  found  inter- 
spersed through  the  text  and  in  the  notes  of  the  present  series  of  chapters,  and  in  the 
chapter  in  the  first  volume  entiUed  "  Marriage  celebrated  under  Conflicting  Laws ; " 
but  let  a  few  others  be  added  here :  In  this  world  of  considerable  dimensions,  there 
is  a  wide  field  of  choice  laid  open  to  persons  as  to  where  they  will  live.  If  a  man 
and  his  wife  choose  to  live  in  England,  they  may ;  if  in  Scotland,  they  may ;  and 
so  on  of  all  the  other  countries,  scarcely  excepting  Japan.  Now,  if  the  status  .of 
matrimony  is  not  to  be  determined,  when  the  question  is  whether  a  marriage  shall 
be  dissolved  or  not,  by  the  law,  and  consequentiy  by  the  courts,  of  the  country  in 
which  they  live,  but  by  those  of  some  other  country,  then  there  is  no  country 
whose  domestic  afiairs  may  not  be  constantiy  disturbed  by  any  and  every  other 
country.  And  if  a  man  and  his  wife  have  chosen  to  live  in  Scotiand, — Is  it  "ex- 
pedient," and  do  "  the  interests  of  humanity  and  justice  "  demand,  that  a  tribunal 
in  Massachusetts  shall  take  the  oversight  of  them,  and  divorce  them  whenever  either 
of  them  does  what  would  be  a  cause  of  divorce  according  to  Massachusetts  law  ? 
Suppose  the  woman  wanted  to  play  the  harlot  for  a  while ;  and,  taking  a  fancy  to 
the  Americans,  came  to  Boston  for  the  purpose ;  a  Massachusetts  court  might  in- 
deed, and  very  properly,  punish  her  for  the  crime, — But  with  what  propriety  can  a 
Massachusetts  court  decide,  that  she  shall  not  thereafter  be  esteemed  in  law  to  be 
a  wife  in  the  place  of  her  home  ?  It  seems  to  me,  that,  when  a  writer  says  the 
principle  which  allows  the  courts  of  a  country  wherein  neither  of  the  parties  resides 
to  divorce  the  parties  at  their  pleasure,  or  under  any  circumstances  whatever,  has 
"  the  sanction  of  expediency,"  he  is  bound  to  tell  us  what  kind  of  **  expediency  " 
it  is  which  thus  "  sanctions  "  the  intermeddling,  by  the  tribunals  of  one  country,  in 
domestic  matters  pertaining  to  another  country.  And  when  he  adds,  that "  the 
interests  of  humanity  and  justice  "  demand  the  intermeddling,  he  should  tell  us  on 
what  principle  independent  nations  are,  by  their  laws  and  through  their  tribunals, 

•to  administer  justice  and  set  up  the  humanities  in  each  other's  dominions. 

4.  To  me,  it  does  seem  plain,  that,  if  Massachusetts  attempts  to  regulate  the  do- 
mestic relations  of  people  residing  in  Scotiand,  or  if  Scotland  attempts  to  regulate 
the  domestic  relations  of  people  residing  in  Massachusetts,  however  much  the  r^- 
ulating  power  may  profess §>  be  infiuenced  by  considerations  of  "expediency,"  of 
"  humanity,"  or  of  "justice,"  the  attempt  will  fail,  unless  the  people  among  whom 
the  process  of  being  regulated  is  carried  on,  are  first  subjected  to  the  dominion  of 
the  power  which  regulates,  and  therefore  cease  to  be  an  independent  power.  In 
other  words,  the  existence  of  two  countries  as  independent  the  one  of  the  other 
implies,  ex  vi  ternUni,  that  each  shall  determine  for  itself  when  the  band  of  mar- 
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riage  shall  be  tmlooMd  irom  a  domiciled  sabject,  and  neither  aball  detennine  Hob 
question  for  the.  other.  And  when,  in  connection  with  this  doctrine,  it  is  also  held, 
as  it  is  by  the  American  tribunals  generally,  that  hosband  and  wife  may,  for  par> 
poses  of  diyorce,  be  domiciled  in  different  countries,  sorely  there  can  be  no  lack  of 
jnstice  to  be  complained  of  in  the  role  which  refers  the  question  to  the  domidl.  If 
Mrs.  Doe  lives  in  Scotland,  and  does  not  like  either  her  husband  or  the  Scotch 
law,  but  likes  Massachusetts  and  Massachusetts  law,  she  is  at  liberty  to  come  here ; 
and,  if  she  comes  bond  Jide,  animo  manendi,  and  her  husband  has  done  what  au- 
thorizes a  diyoroe  according  to  our  law,  she  can,  after  remaining  here  five  years,  — 
in  some  other  of  our  States  she  need  not  remain  so  long,  —  have  her  divoroe. 
The  Scotch  tribunals  can  still  hold  her  to  be  the  wife  of  the  Scotch  husband  if 
they  choose — their  liberty  is  not  impaired — the  Scotch  law  is  not  interfered  with ; 
and,  if  she  came,  as  she  professed,  bond  Jide,  to  make  her  home  in  this  new  world, 
she  is  not  harmed  by  the  Scotch  kink,  however  tight  it  may  be  twisted.  Still,  if 
an  American  could  put  a  word  in  the  ear  of  a  Scotch  judge,  he  would  say :  "  Sinoe 
the  man  who  remains  in  Scotland  has  lost  his  wife,  perhaps  you  might  as  well 
acknowledge  the  finct,  and  let  him  take  another  if  he  wishes." 
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CHAPTER    XI. 

SPBOrPIC  PROPOSITIONS  AS  TO  THE  LOCALITY  IN  WHICH  DIVORdBS 
DISSOLVING  THE  MARRIAGE  ARE  TO  BE  HAD. 

Sbot.  148.  Introduotion. 

144-164.  No  Jnrisdiotion  without  DomiciL 

156-170.  Sufficient  if  one  of  the  Parties  U  Domiciled. 

171.  Place  of  Offence  committed  immateriaL 

172-179.  Immaterial  where  domiciled  when  Offence  was  committed. 

180-198.  Immaterial  where  the  Marriage  was  celebrated. 

199.  These  Doctrines  not  in  Conflict  with  United  States  Constitation. 

§  143  [720  a].  Descending,  therefore,  from  the  general  doc- 
trine which  refers  the  jurisdiction  to  the  domicil,  to  an  exam- 
ination of  specific  propositions,  let  us  look  at  each  of  the  cir- 
cumstances and  facts  which  have  been  supposed  by  different 
tribunals,  or  which  in  the  nature  of  things  may  seem  adapted, 
to.  qualify  the  doctrine ;  thus  bringing  under  our  review  both 
what  has  been  decided,  and  what  may  be  likely  to  arise  here- 
,  after  for  decision.  The  matter  will  be  discussed  in  the  order 
of  a  series  of  propositions,  which  seem  to  the  writer  to  pre- 
sent the  true  doctrine. 

§  144  [721].  First  The  tribunals  of  a  cotmtry  hate  no 
jurisdiction  over  a  ca/use  of  divorce,  wherever  the  offence  may 
have  occurred,  if  neither  of  the  parties  has  an  actual,  bond  fide, 
domicil  within  its  territory.  It  is  immaterial  to  this  proposi- 
tion, that  one  or  both  of  the  parties  may  be  found  tempor- 
arily within  reach  of  the  process  of  the  court,  or  that  the 
defendant  appears  and  submits  to  the  suit  This  is  the 
firmly  established  doctrine  in  England  (so  it  was  said  in  the 
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earUer  editions  of  this  work),  and  in  the  United  States.^  The 
reason  on  which  this  doctrine  rests,  is,  that  a  government  has 
no  interest  or  po^r  to  change  the  tnatrimonial  condition  of 
strangers  temporarily* within  its  territory;  and  that,  seeing 
every  nation  may  determine  the  status  of  its  own  domiciled 
subjects,  such  interference  by  foreign  tribunals  would  be  an 
officious  intermeddling  in  a  matter  with  which  they  have  no 
concern.^  Obviously  a  judgment  of  divorce  so  rendered  could 
not  be  binding  in  the  country  of  the  parties'  domicil.  Neither 
could  it  be  binding  in  any  third  country ;  because,  in  such 
third  country,  the  parties  .will  be  understood  to  have  the 
status  given  to  them,  and  continued  in  them,  by  the  law  of 
their  domicil. 

§  145.  It  would  seem  however,  that,  notwithstanding  the 
assured  statement  of  the  last  section,  concerning  the  English 
law,  —  the  section  being  given  here  as  it  stood  in  the  earUer 
editions,'! — the  present  judicial  tribunals  of  the  country  are 
mclined  to  hold  to  the  doctrine  only  when  sitting  upon  the 
validity  of  a  foreign  divorce,  not  when  considering  whether 
to  take  for  themselves  the  jurisdiction  of  a  cause.  Yet  it  is 
not  easy  to  lay  down^  what,  precisely,  is  the  English  doctrine, 

^  Conway  v,  Beadey/  3  Hag.  £c.  6d9,  5  Eng.  £c.  342 ;  Bex  v.  Lolley,  Riua.  ft 
Uy,  237,  2  Gl.  &  E.  268,  note ;  Sogden  v,  LoUey,  2  01.  &  E.  667 ;  Eeig.  Consiat. 
Law  App.  13;  Fellows  v.  Fellows,  8  N.  H.  160;  Hanover  v.  Tomer,  14  Mass. 
227  ;  Barber  r.  Root,  10  Mass.  260 ;  Thompson  9.  The  State,  28  Ala.  12  ;  Ditson 
V,  DitBon,  4  B.  L  87,  93 ;  Pawling  v.  Bird,  13  Johns.  192 ;  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  I 
Jbhni.  424;  Yatee  v.  Tate»,  2  Beaslej,  280 ;  House  v.  House,  25  Qa.  473 ;  Dol- 
phin V.  Bolnns,  7  H.  L.  Gas.  390 ;  Leith  v.  Leith,  39  N.  H.  20.  In  Bradshaw  v. 
Heath,  13  Wend.  407,  422,  Savage,  C.  J.,  observes,  that,  in  Jackson  v,  Jackson, 
both  parties  appeared,  "and  therefore  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  persons  of 
tiie  parties,''  bnt  the  divoKe  was  hdd  void  because  there  was  no  jurisdiction  over 
the  sntject-matter.^  s.  p.  in  Magnire  v.  Biagnire,  7  Dana,  181 ;  Fomeroy  v.  Wells, 
8  Paige,  406 ;  Tolen  r.  Tolen,  2  Blackf.  407  ;  Freeman  v.  Freeman,  S  West.  Law 
Jour.  475 ;  White  v.  White,  5  N.  H.  476 ;  Harrison  v,  Harrison,  20  Ala.  629 ; 
Hare  v.  Hare,  10  Texas,  355;  Vischer  v.  Vischer,  12  Barb.  640. 

*  "  The  ttatuB  of  a  stranger,  as  married  or  unmarried,  divorced  a  vinado  matri- 
monii, or  only  separated  a  menad  et  thorn  by  judicial  sentence  for  adultery,  cannot  be 
a  matter  of  any  concern  to  the  law  of  the  countiy  before  the  tribunals  of  which  he 
happens  to  be  convened  during  a  transient  residence.".  Opinion  of  two  of  the 
judges,  in  Duntee  v,  Levett,  Ferg.  68,  3  Eng.  £c  360,  371. 
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now  prevailing,  upon  tlie  Bubject.^     It  will  not  be  worth  our 
while  to  attempt  a  minute  examination  of  this  matt-er. 

• 

§  146  [722].  The  doctrine  under  consideration  was  once 
expressed  by  Mr.  Commissary  Ross,  a  Scotch  judge,  as 
follows :  ,"  The  right  to  regulate  every  thing  regarding  the 
status  of  its  subjects  is  assumed,  by  the  supreme  power  in 
every  state^  as  inherent  in  itself,  being  connected  with  its 
most  essential  interests.  It  is  vested  there,  as  fotming  part 
of  the  jus^  publicum  which  attaches  to  all  the  real  subjects  of 
the  state,  independently  altogether  of  their  will.  The  status 
of  majority,  minority,  and  the  like,  is  imposed  by  a  state  on 
all  those  truly  subjected  to  it,  without  any  act  on  their  part 
indicating  their  consent  When  they  happen  to  go  beyond 
the  boundaries  of  the  state  by  which  any  such  status  is 
imposed,  into  the  territory  of  another  state  where  the  law 
regulating  personal  status  is  different,  the  law,  or  supreme 
will  of  the  state  in  the  country  into  which  they  enter,  does 
not,  it  wUl  be  observed,  stand  in  any  degree  opposed,  as  in 
the  case  of  an  ordinary  contract,  to  what  was  fixed  by  the 
will  of  the  individuals  themselves;  but  stands  opposed  to 
the  supreme  wUl  alone  of  the  state  by  whom  the  status  was 
attached.  Now,  in  such  a  case,  a  state  does  not  think  her- 
self entitled  to  arrogate  to  herself  any  power  over  the  pefbon 
of  a  foreigner,  who,  though  he  has  entered  her  territory,  has 
not  become  her  subject.  A  foreigner  is  not  obliged,  like  a 
subject,  to  have  his  status  or  personal  quality  and  interests 
tried  by  the  law  of  a  country  to  which  he  never  intended  to 
submit  himself,  and  of  which  he  is  not  a  proper  subject"  ' 
But  this  learned  judge  admitted,  ^'  that,"  to  use  his  own  lan- 
guage, '<  if  it  could  be  made  out,  that  a  refusal  on  our  part 
[Scotland]  to  sustain  adultery  committed  h^e,  when  re- 
garded merely  in  a  civil  light,  as  a  relevant  ground  of  divorce 


^  See  Vol.  I,  §  854 ;  ante,  \  131 ;  Fras.  Confl.  Laws  of  Divoroe,  46,  et  seq. 
^  Opinion  in  Gordon  t;.  Pye,  Feig.  276,  327,  328,  3  Eng.  £c.  430,  461.    8.  p.  in 
the  opinion  of  the  judges,  in  Dnntxe  v,  Levett,  Feig.  68,  3  Eng.  £c.  360, 371. 
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in  every  case,  would  be  repugnant  to  the  interests  of  morality 
among  ourselves,  this  would  compel  us  to  sustain  it"  ^ 

§  147  [723].  The  proposition  in  law  is  not  a  singular  one, 
that  parties  are  not  permitted  to  litigate  every  question,  in 
any  jurisdiction,  where  a  plaintiff  may  find  a  defendant. 
There  must  also  be  ground  for  taking  cognizance  of  the 
subject-matter  of  the  controversy .^  The  entire  class  of  local 
actions  is  illustrative  of  this  suggestion ;  and  so  are,  on  the 
other  hand,  actions  in  reniy  maintainable  where  the  court  has 
no  jurisdiction  over  the  parties,  but  only  over  the  subject- 
matter.  Likewise,  observes  Lord  Glenlee :  "  It  is  very  ex- 
traordinary to  bring  an  action  in  this  country  in  order  to 
ascertain  a  status  to  be  held  in  another  country.  For  in- 
stance, in  the  case  of  slavery,  if  the  slave  be  in  this  country, 
we  would  not  suiSer  him  to  be  treated  as  such ;  but,  if  the 
master  should  be  domiciled  here,  we  could  not  sustain  an 
action  at  the  instance  of  the  slave,  who  was  resident  in  the 
West  Indies,  carried  on  by  his  mandatory,  for  declaring  his 
freedom."  * 

§  148  [724].  Still,  as  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  though  these 
propositions  have  been  maintained  there  with  great  ability 
by  individual  judges,  and  have  been  repeatedly  ruled  by  the 
primary  court,  yet  the  court  of  appeal  has  as  often  reversed 
the  ruling.*     The  question  seems  to  have  never  received  the 


1  Opinion  in  Gordon  v.  Fye,  Fexg.  276,  352,  3  Eng.  Ec.  430,  476. 

*  See  Magoirev.  Magnire,  7  Dana,  181,  183. 

>  Dnntee  v,  Leyett,  Fexg.  68,  406,  3  Eng.  Ec.  360,  508. 

*  See  the  seTeral  caaes  of  Utterton  v,  Tewsh.  Eeig.  23,  3  Eng.  Ec.  347 ;  Dnntze 
9.  Lerett,  Fexg.  68, 3  Eng.  Ec.  360 ;  Bntler  v,  Forbes,  Feig.  209,  3  Eng.  Ec.  401 ; 
Kibblewhite  v.  Rowland,  Ferg.  226,  3  Eng.  Ec  406.  The  last-mentioned  case  is 
Tery  strong.  The  defendant  husband  went  from  London,  where  he  was  married 
and  domiciled,  on  a  pleasure  excursion  to  Scotland,  remaining  in  the  coontry  only 
six  or  seven  weeks  in  all.  He  committed  adultery  there,  and  was  cited  by  his  wife, 
still  remaining  in  Londbn,  in  an  action  of  divorce.  Immediately  on  receiving  the 
citation,  he  retumM  to  London.  The  primary  court  at  first  declined  to  entertain 
the  suit,  as  for  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony ;  ofiering  however  a  divorce 
a  meiud  et  thoro,  which  was  refused ;  but  a  divorce  a  vinculo  was  ultimately  decreed 
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direct  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  the  tribunal  of  last 
resort.^  Indeed  the  Scotch  courts,  from  time  immemorial, 
appear  to  have  granted  divorces  without  reference  to  the 
permanent  domicil  of  the  parties,  or  to  the  place  where  the 
marriage  was  contracted.'  Nothing  is  ordinarily  necessary  to 
induce  them  to  entertain  the  suit,  but  the  service  of  process 
on  the  defender.  The  service  may  be  by  a  personal  citation, 
the  moment  he  arrives  in  the  country ;  ^  or  by  a  citation  left 
at  his  dwelling-place,  after  a  sojourn  of  forty  days ;  ^  though 
it*  has  been  said  there  must  be  a  forty  days'  residence  in  all 
cases  where  the  offence  was  committed  abroad.^  It  is  not 
necessary  the  pursuer  should  even  set  foot  in  Scotland,  if  the 
defender  has  a  sufficient  abiding  there ;  ^  for  the  oath  of  cal- 
umny ^  may  be  taken  by  commission.^  There  is  also  an 
edictal  citation,  which  may  be  resorted  to  where  the  pursuer 
resides  in  the  country,  and  the  defender  is  abroad.^ 


by  order  of  the  oowt  of  appeal.  Gordon  &.  Fye,  Feig.  276, 3  Eng.  Ec.  480.  For 
a  general  review  of  these  cases,  see  S  Kent  .Com.  110-116 ;  and,  of  these  and  other 
Scotch  decisions  npon  the  same  point,  see  Hosack  Ck>nfl.  Laws,  257-285. 

1  In  Wanender  v.  Warrender,  2  CI.  &  F.  488,  552,  556,  on  appeal  from  Soot- 
land  to  the  HonsB  of  Lords,  the  Scotch  law  was  assumed  In  aignment  not  to  re- 
quire a  domicil  in  Scotland.  Bat  the  case  itself  was  one  in  which  there  was  a 
Scotch  domicil ;  and  the  point  decided  was,  that,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  the  mar- 
riage celebrated  in  England  might  be  dissolyed  by  the  Scotch  conrts.  See  also 
GeUs  V,  GeilB,  I  Macq.  Scotch  Ap.  Cas.  255. 

*  1  Barge  CoL  &  For.  Laws,  670.  / 

*  Dontze  v.  Levett,  Feig.  68,  3  Eng.  Ec  360 ;  Kibblewhite  v,  Rowland,  Ferg. 
226,  232,  3  Eng*  Ec.  406,  408 ;  Conway  v.  Beadey,  3  Hag.  Ec.  639,  3  Eng.  Ec. 
242,246. 

*  Dnntze  v,  Levett^  and  Eebblewhite  v.  BowUmd,  snpra. 

*  Mr.  Eraser,  however,  says  :  "  Besidenee  of  forty  days  has  nothing  to  do  with 
jurisdiction  in  cases  of  divorce.  The  popular  notion  and  some  loose  practice  gave 
it  countenance,  but  it  is  without  the  sanction  of  judidal  andiority.''  Fras.  Confl. 
Laws  of  Div.  61. 

*  Christian  v.  Chiistian,  13  Scotch  Sess.  Cas.  v.  B.  1149;  GeUs  v.  Qeils,  supra. 
See  Forrister  v.  Watson,  6  Scotch  Sess.  Cas.  n.  s.  1358. 

7  Ante,  §  31. 

*  Duntze  v,  Levett,  FSnrg.  68,  3  Eng.  Ec.  360, 378 ;  Orde^o*  Murray,  8  Scotch 
Sess.  Cas.  v.  a.  535. 

*  Wharton  9.  Mair,  Feig.  250,  3  Eng.  Ec.  415 ;  Wairender  v.  Wanender,  2  CI. 
&  F.  488,  9  Bligh,  89. 

[180] 


\ 


^ 


OHAP.  XI.]  8PB0IFIG  PBOPOSITIONS.  §  149 

§  149  [724  a].  The  foregoing  propositions,  as  to  when  the 
Scotch  courts  will  take  jurisdiction,  are  subject  to  some  quali- 
fications, the  exact  extent  of  which  could  not  be  stated  in 
any  single  proposition  ;  indeed  the  matter  is  not  well  defined 
in  the  Scotch  authorities.  The  several  questions,  of  the 
place  of  the  marriage,  the  place  of  the  delictumj  the  domicil 
of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  offence  committed,  the  resi- 
dence of  each  when  the  suit  is  carried  on,  are  taken  into  the 
account.  Where  the  parties  were  English,  married  and  dom- 
iciled in  England,  and  adultery  was  committed  abroad,  the 
Scotch  court  refused  to  sustain  the  cause,  promoted  by  the 
husband,  though  he  had  resided  forty  days  in  Scotland,  for 
the  mere  temporary  purpose  of  giving  the  jurisdiction,  his 
wife  not  accompanying  him  thither.^  And  where  the  marriage 
was  in  Scotland,  but  the  parties  were  afterward  domiciled  in 
Ireland,  and  there  the  adultery  was  committed,  after  which 
the  wife  returned  to  Scotland,  the  husband  still  remaining  in 
Ireland,  it  was  held,  that  this  husband  so  residing  abroad 
could  not  sustain  in  Scotland  his  suit  for  divorce,  without 
the  forty  days'  abiding  in  Scotland.^  But  where  a  husband 
changed  Iiis  domicil  from  Scotland  to  the  United  States, 
leaving  his  wife  behind,  and  she  afterward  committed  adul- 
tery in  Scotland,  the  Scotch  courts  took  jurisdiction  over  his 
divorce  suit,  while  himself  thus  personally  abroad.  "  I  put 
my  opinion,"  said  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk,  ^'  upon  the  broad 
ground,  that  this  party,  having  left  l\js  wife  in  Scotland  —  I 
do  not  say  it  would  be  different  if  he  had  sent  her  here,  or  if 
she  had  left  him  —  finds,  that  in  his  absence  she,  resident  in 
Scotland,  has  committed  adultery  in  this  country;  and  I 
hold,  that  the  husband  has  the  undoubted  right  to  proceed 
against  her,  in  such  a  state  of  facts,  in  the  courts  of  this 
country;  and  I  lay  aside  all  consideration  of  his  alleged 
domicil  in  America,  as  wholly  immaterial.     Nor  do  I  think 


1  Ringer  v.  (5hiirc1nll,  2  Scotch  Sesa.  Gas.  h.  a.  307.  Otherwise,  where  the  mar^ 
liage  and  adultery  were  in  Scotland,  and  both  the  parties  were  there,  though  neither 
of  them  domiciled.    Shaw  v.  Shaw,  18  Scotch  Seaa,  Gas.  h.  8.  819. 

*  Bennie  «.  Bennie,  II  Scotch  Sees.  Gas.  h.  8. 1811. 
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his  right  could  be  excladed,  although  he  might,  by  reason  of 
such  domicil,  have  proceeded  against  her  in  New  York. 
The  fact,  that  she  is  in  Scotland  and  has  committed  adultery 
here,  gives  the  husband  in  this  case  right  to  prosecute  for  dis- 
solution of  the  Scotch  marriage."  ^ 

§  150  [725].  The  grounds  for  entertaining  the  jurisdiction, 
by  the  Scotch  courts,  to  dissolve  marriages  between  parties 
domiciled  in  other  countries,  were  stated  by  Lord  Meadow- 
bank,  in  a  note  reversing  the  interlocutor  by  which  the  court 
below  had  dismissed  a  suit  of  this  kind,  as  follows :  "  The 
interlocutor  complained  of  seems  to  hold,  that  the  Scotch 
courts  have  no  right  to  take  cognizance  of  the  conduct  of 
foreigners  in  Scotland,  respecting  the  relation  of  husband 
and  wife,  unless  they  have  acquired  a  domicil  in  Scotland, 
animo  remanendi  there.  But  it  is  thought  no  warrant  what- 
ever can  be  produced  for  such  a  doctrine.  Foreigners,  equally 
with  natives,  are  subjects  of  His  Majesty,  and  to  the  law, 
while  here;  and,  of  course,  under  the  protection  of  law. 
And  those  relations  in  which  they  stand  towards  one  another, 
and  which  have  been  duly  constituted  before  they  came  here, 
if  relations  recognized  by  all  civilized  nations,  must  be  ob- 
served, and  the  obligations  created  by  them  fulfilled,  agree- 
ably to  the  dictates  of  the  law  of  Scotland.  If  the  law 
refused  to  apply  its  rules  to  the  relations  of  husband  and 
wife,  parent  and  child,  master  and  servant,  among  foreigners 
in  this  country,  Scotland  could  not  be  deemed  a  civilized 
country ;  as  thereby  it  would  permit  a  numerous  description 
of  persons  to  traverse  it,  and  violate  with  utter  impunity  all 
the  obligations  on  which  the  principal  comforts  of  domestic 


^  ShieldB  V.  Shields,  15  Scotch  Sees.  Cas.  n.  s.  142.  And  see  farther  on  this 
Babject,  Forrester  v.  Watson,  6  Scotch  Sess.  Cas.  n.  s.  1358 ;  Christian  v.  Christian, 
13  Scotch  Sess.  Cas.  n.  s.  1149;  Geils  v.  Geils,  1  Macq.  Scotch  Ap.  Cas.  255. 
Mr.  Fraser  says :  "  I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  which  has  ever  found,  that,  if  a 
foreigner  commit  adoltery  abroad,  then  come  to  Scotland  and  there  remain  for^ 
days,  his  foreign  wife,  who  had  never  appeared  in  Scodand,  coold  sue  a  divorce 
against  him.  Such  a  rule  would  be  utterly  indefensible,  and  such  a  rule  is  without 
support  from  Scotch  decisions."    Fras.  Confl.  Laws  of  Diyoroe,  61. 

[182] 


CHAP.  XL]  SPEOmO  PB0P0SITI0K8.  §  150 

life  depend.  If  it  assumed  jurisdiction  in  such  cases,  con- 
trary to  the  dictate  of  the  interlocutor ;  but  applied  not  its 
own  rules,  but  the  rules  of  the  law  of  the  ^foreign  country, 
where  the  relation  had  been  created ;  the  supremacy  of  the 
law  of  Scotland  within  its  own  territories  would  be  com- 
promised, its  arrangements  for  domestic  comfort  violated, 
confounded,  and  perplexed^  and  powers  of  foreign  courts, 
unknown  to  our  law  and  constitution,  usurped  and  exercised. 
And  though,  according  to  the  implied  doctrine  of  the  inter- 
locutor, foreigners,  by  a  permanent  residence,  were  to  have 
the  rights  belonging  to  them  under  those  domestic  relations 
protected  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  still  a  great  proportion  of 
persons  would,  according  to  that  doctrine,  remain  without 
law  in  this  matter.  K  they  kept  changing  their  dwellings 
sufficiently  often, '  they  might  remain,  like  the  gypsies  of 
former  times,  at  full  liberty  each  to  do  that  which  was  good 
in  his  own  eyes.  But  it  is  thought  the  establishment  of  a 
domicil  has  no  sort  of  connection  with  either  the  obligation 
to  fulfil  the  obligatory  duties  of  the  domestic  relations,  or  the 
competency  of  enforcing  it.  A  person,  the  instant  he  set« 
his  foot  in  Scotland,  is  as  much  bound  to  maintain  his  wife 
and  child,  as  after  forty  days'  residence .  there ;  and,  if  he 
turned  them  out  of  doors  destitute,  the  first  day  he  arrived, 
he  is  unquestionably  as  liable  to  be  sued  for  aliment,  adhe- 
rence, &c.,  as  if  he  had  committed  this  outrage  and  resided 
forty  days  in  one  house.  If  not  found  in  person  to  receive  a 
citation,  a  domicil  is  of  consequence ;  but  it  is  of  no  conse- 
quence in  such  a  case,  if  the.  foreigner  is  cited  in  person,  or 
his  residence  is  sufficiently  ascertained.  The  animus  rema- 
nendi  may  be  of  great  consequence  to  establish  the  presump- 
tions on  which  the  distribution  of  succession  in  movables  is 
supposed  to  depend ;  but  it  does  not  seem  to  enter  into  the 
constitution  of  a  domicil  for  citation  by  forty  days'  residence, 
nor  for  many  requisite  for  the  validity  of  a  personal  citation 
to  an  action  for  obtaining  redress  of  civil  wrongs,  more  than 
for  punishment  of  a  crime.  Nor  can  those  suits  for  redress, 
which  involve  qtkestiones  status,  admit  of  any  different  con- 
sideration. In  all  cases  where  the  status  claimed  or  decerned 
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is  juris  gentium^  the  competency  of  trying  such,  wherever  the 
person  concerned  is  found,  is  obviously  necessary. '  The  do- 
mestic relations  concern  so  much  the  most  immediate  com- 
forts  of  life  and  the  well-U^ing  of  society,  that,  where  the 
parties  concerned  are  present,  it  is  impossible  to  leave  to  the 
Greek  calends,  as  the  interlocutor  complained  of  does,  the 
trying  of  them,  without  incurring  the  obloquy  of  a  denegatio 
jusiilue!^  ^  We  have  already  seen,  that  this  doctrine  has  not 
found  favor  either  in  England  or  the  United  States.^ 

§  151  [726].  The  cases  in  which  the  principal  discussion 
has  arisen,  have  been,  where  parties  sought  a  divorce  abroad 
for  causes  insufficient  at  home.  In  Scotland,  indeed,  some 
of  the  judges  who  opposed  taking  the  jurisdiction  to  dis- 
solve, between  domiciled  English  persons,  marriages  cele- 
brated in  England,  were  still  willing  to  give  the  complainant 
the  remedy  he  would  be  entitled  to  in  his  own  country; 
namely,  the  divorce  a  mensd  et  thoro?  Divorces  from  bed 
and  board,  however,  are  known  to  the  laws  of  Scotland ;  and 
it  is  not  apparent  how  any  lawyer  could  entertain  the  sug- 
gestion, that  a  court  may  administer  to  foreigners  a  form  of 
remedy  which  it  could  not  to  citizens.  But  aside  from  this, 
and,  as  a  general  proposition,' — suppose  the  laws  of  each 
country  -alike  authorize,  for  the  offence  complained  of,  a  dis- 
solution of  the  marriage;  it  is  not  dear  how. this  fact  alone 
could  induce  the  court  to  entertain  a  suit  for  establishing  a 
matrimonial  status  to  be  held  in  another  country ;  the  matter 
being  local  in  its  nature,  that  is,  local  to  the  place  of  the 
parties'  domicil.  Yet  if  it  should,  under  such  circumstances, 
do  so ;  and  fairly  pronounce,  after  due  contestation,  a  sen- 
tence of  divorce,  untainted  by  collusion  or  other  fraud ;  a 
difficulty  might  arise,  and  the  question  is  not  fully  settled, 


^  Utterton  v,  Tewsh,  Ferg.  28,  57,  8  Eng.  Ec.  847,  357. 
s  Ante,  S  141>  1^- 

t  Dnntce  v.  Levett,  Feiig.  68,  8  Eng.  Ec.  860 ;  Batier  v.  Forbes,  Feig.  809, 
8  Eug.  Ec  401 ;  Kibblethwaite  v.  Rowland,  Feig.  226, 8  Eng.  Ec.  406. 
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whether  the  judgment  would  be  heeded  by  the  tribunals  of 
the  parties'  domicil,  and  of  other  foreign  countries.^ 

§  152  [726  a].  But  looking  to  reason,  —  What  authority 
of  reason  do  we  find  sustaining  the  general  Scotch  doctrine, 
that  the  Scotch  tribunals  may  entertain  suits  for  divorce  be- 
tween parties  neither  of  whom  has  a  Scotch  domicil  ?  The 
view  taken  by  the  Scotch  judges,  that  the  Scotch  courts 
should  protect  transient  as  well  as  permanent  persons  in  their 
marital  rights  and  relations,  is  very  just  But  the  conclusion 
drawn  from  this  view  follows  not  from  any  correct  line  of 
argument.  If  a  husband  and  wife  are  transiently  in  Scotland, 
plainly  the  courts  should  hold  him  criminally  responsible  when 
he  beats  his  wife  with  a  stick,  even  though  he  might  lawfully 
use  the  stick  upon .  her  at  home.  But  why  should  they  un- 
dertake to  say,  for  this  offence,  or  for  the  greater  offence  of 
adultery,  that  he  be  debmed  no  longer  her  husband  ?  They 
might  indeed,  if  the  local  law  gave  the  authority,  say,  that, 
during  his  stay  in  Scotland,  he  should  not  cohabit  with  her 
as  his  wife. 

§  153  [726  ft].  But  the  divorce  firom  the  bond  of  matri- 
mony extends,  in  its  very  nature  and  intent,  far  beyond  the 
interest  and  the  consequent  authority  of  the  power  which 
governs  in  Scotland,  over  persons  and  things  transiently  in 
the  country.  Its  object  is,  on  its  face  and  in  its  spirit,  not  to 
regulate  parties  while  in  the  country,  not  to  determine  the 
status  to  be  borne  by  them  while  in  the  country,  but  to  fix 
their  status  and  regulate  their  rights  during  their  entire  lives, 
while  it  is  known  their  entire  lives  are  to  be  spent  out  of 
Scotland ;  and  their  rights,  as  to  each  other,  are  thereafter  to 
be  controlled  by  laws  elsewhere  governing. 

§  154.  Suppose  the  parties  to  be  domiciled  in  the  country 
at  the  time  a  divorce  suit  is  commenced,  but  to  remove 
afterward  and  before  judgment  out  of  the  country,  —  Shall 


1  See  8  Kent  Com.  109. 
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the  court  then  conduct  the  case  to  judgment,  or  shall  the  case 
be  dismissed  ?  On  principle,  the  case  should  be  dismissed. 
And  it  is  believed  that  this  is  the  course  proper  to  be  pur- 
sued wherever  there  is  no  statute,  which,  either  in  words  or 
in  effect,  forbids.  But  the '  statute  of  Indiana  is  in  the  fol- 
lowing words:  "Divorces  may  be  decreed  by  the  circuit 
courts  of  this  State,  on  petition  filed  by  any  person  who,  at 
the  time  of  the  filing  of  such  petition,  shall  have  been  a  bond 
fide  resident  of  the  State  one  year  previous  to  the  filing  of 
the  same,  and  a  resident  of  the  county  at  the  time  of  the 
filing  such  petition."  And  upon  this  the  court  observe: 
"  We  suppose  this  statute  does  not  admit  of  any  interpreta- 
tion different  from  its  literal  reading;  that,  if  the  appli- 
cant was  in  good  faith  a  resident,  at  the  time  named,  non- 
residence  at  the  time  of  trial  would  not  prevent  the  court 
from  acting  in  the  premises."  ^ 

§  165  [727].  Secondly.  To  entitle  the  court  to  take  juris- 
diction, U  is  sufficient  far  one  of  the  parties  to  be  domiciled  in 
the  country ;  both  need  not  be,  neither  need  ^e  citation^  when 
the  domiciled  party  is  plaintiffs  be  served  personally  on  the  de- 
fendant^  if  such  personal  service  cannot  be  made. 

4  156  [731],  We  have  already  had  occasion  to  consider 
the  proposition,  that,  fojr  purposes  of  divorce,  husband  and 
wife  may  have  separate  domicils.^  Haying  arrived,  there- 
fore, at  this  conclusion,  we  shall  find  no  difficulty  in  settling, 
upon  principle,  that,  as  a  question  free  from  any  statutory  in- 
cumbrance, the  courts  of  the  actual  bond  fide  domicil  of 
either  may  entertain  the  jurisdiction.  If  it  were  not  so,  then 
both  States,  where  the  domicil  of  the  one  was  in  the  one 
State  and  that  of  the  other  was  in  the  other  State,  would  be 
deprived  of  the  right  to  determine  the  status  of  their  own 
subjects ;  each  must  yield  to  foreign  power  in  the  manage- 
ment of  its  domestic  concerns.  A  State  would  thus  be  com- 
pelled to  refuse  to  redress  the  wrongs  of  a  citizen ;  compelled 


1  Waltz  V.  WaltK,  18  Ind.  449, 450,  opinion  by  Hanna,  J.      >  Ante,  \  124  et  seq. 
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to  deny  him,  contrary  to^its  own  policy,  the  solace  of  actaal 
married  life  ;  and  to  deprive  itself  of  any  increase  of  popula- 
tion which  might  result  from  the  actual  marriage  of  the 
citizen.  The  granting  of  a  divorce  by  the  one  State,  under 
these  circumstances,  does  not  interfere  with  the  rights  either 
of  the  other  State,  or  of  its  apparently  divorced  subject. 
Probably  the  decree  is  not  directly  binding  upon  the  person 
of  such  subject ;  unless  he  appears  and  answers  to  the  suit, 
or,  at  least,  has  notice  of  it,  served  upon  his  person  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  rendering  it.  He  is  not  neces- 
sarily bound  by  any  collateral  clause  in  it,  as,  that  he  pay 
alimony;  and  he  only  ceases  to  be  a  husband,  because  he 
has  ceased  to  have  a  wife.^  To  this  extent  he  would  be 
affected,  if  she  were  to  die  without  his  being  summoned  to 
her  bedside ;  or  to  suffer  capitally  for  an  offence,  in  the  lo- 
cality of  her  residence.*  The  government  of  th'e  country  of 
his  domicil  cannot  complain ;  its  laws  and  domestic  policy 
are  not  interfered  with ;  it  may  still  prohibit  him,  if  it 
chooses,  from  contracting  a  real  marriage,  the  one  dissolved 
having  been  nothing  in  fact  but  a  sort  of  impediment  to 
matrimony ;  and,  if  it  can  invent  a  way  of  causing  a  husband 
to  exist  without  a  wife,  it  can  regard  him  still  as  being  as 
much  a  married  man  as  ever. 

§  157  [732],  The  doctrine  we  are  considering  will  hardly 
be  disputed,  in  its  application  to  cases  where  the  suit  is 
brought  in  the  country  of  the  domicil  of  the  defendant,  on 
whom  notice  has  been  duly  served ;  and  to  cases  where  he 
has  appeared  and  answered  to  the  proceeding,  in  the  country 
of  the  plaintiff's  domicil.^  But  the  embarrassment  is,  where 
a  plaintiff  sues  for  a  divorce  in  the  courts  of  his  own  domicil, 
and  no  notice  is,  or  can  be,  given  to  the  defendant ;  except  a 
publication  in  the  newspapers,  which  he  may  never  see,  or  a 


*  Vol.  L  §  374 ;  ante,  S  U2,  note,  par.  4.  «  See  Vol.  I.  §  639. 

*  In  the  Scotch  case  of  Geils  v.  Geils,  1  Macq.  Scotch  Ap.  Cas.  36,  253,  the  de- 
fendant husband  was -residing  in  Scotland  and  the  plaintiff  wife  in  England,  and 
the  Scotch  jniiadiction  was  maintained. 

12*  [187] 


§  158  THE  LOOAUTT.  [BOOK  n. 

personal  citation  in  the  foreign  jurisdiction,  which  legally 
amounts  to  no  more  than  the  publication ;  since  the  process 
of  a  court  cannot  run  into  the  territory  of  a  foreign  govern- 
ment^ In  the  United  States,  unlike  England  and  Scotland, 
it  is  practically  impossible  for  a  party  to  proceed  in  another 
State  than  the  one  in  which  he  lives ;  because,  in  probably 
all,  unless  possibly  we  except  Louisiana,  there  are  either 
statutory  provisions  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  have  resided 
within  the  State  a  certain  number  of  years  before  he  brings  bis 
suit,  or  there  are  other  technical  statutory  impediments,  tan- 
tamount in  their  effect  to  this.  But  nearly  or  quite  all  the 
statutes  provide  for  notice  by  publication  to  absent  defend- 
ants; and,  unless  the  judicial  tribunals  give  effect  to  each 
other's  decrees  rendered  under  these  statutes,  in  favor  of  bond 
fide  subjects,  we  shall  be  in  a  most  distressing  condition  of 
conflict  and  confusion.' 

• 

§  168  [733].  The  question  of  the  right  of  the  courts  to  as- 
sume jurisdiction,  when  the  defendant  is  domiciled  abrpad, 
could  never  in  former  times,  it  is  presumed,^  have  arisen  in 
England ;  because  there  were  in  the  way  of  such  jurisdiction 
technical  obstacles,  having  no  relation  to  the  merits  of  the 
case.  It  was  always  the  theory  of  the  ecclesiastical  judica- 
tories, that  they  interfere  for  the  good  of  the  souls  of  the  de- 
fendants, who  are  corrected  and  brought  right  by  their  judg- 
ments ;  but  a  bishop  could  not  undertake  the  care  of  a  soul 
not  domiciled,  especially  not  present,  within  his  diocese, 
much  less  of  one  domiciled  and  remaining  out  of  the  king- 
dom. Therefore  it  was  common  law  in  those  courts,^  and  it 
was  afterward  provided  by  a  statute,  that  no  person  be  cited 
out  of  his  diocese.^    It  has  been  held,  however,  that  this 


1  Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Oraenl.  140 ;  Irby  v.  Wilson,  1  Dev.  &  Bat.  Eq.  668, 577 ; 
Toleno.  Tolen,  2  Blackf.  407  ;  CoUett  v.  CoUett,  3  Curt.  Ec.  726,  7  £ng.  Be.  563, 
567 ;  Dunn  v.  Dunn,  4  Paige,  425 ;  Ablemaa  v.  Booth,  21  How.  U.  S.  506. 

^  And  see  ante,  f  184. 

«  106tfa  Canon  of  1608,  Gibe.  Cod.  445,  446. 

«  Stat.  23  Hen.  8,  c.  9 ;  CoUett  v.  Collett,  3  Curt.  £c.  726,  7  Bug.  Ec  568,  564 ; 
Rogers  Be.  Law,  2d  ed.  779;  Ayl.  Parer.  .182;  Carden  v.  Cardei^  1  Ciirt.  Ec. 
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statute  is  merely  for  the  benefit  of  defendants,  who  may 
waive  the  objection  ;  and  that  third  persona,  as  persons  cited 
to  see  proceedings,  cannot  take  advantage  of  it.^  Besides, 
the  English  courts  had  no  authority  to  dissolve  valid  mar- 
riages ;  and  it  may  be  doubted,  whether  a  suit  for  separation 
from  bed  and  board  involves  a  .question  of  status,  within 
the  principle  we  are  considering.  If  it  does,  still  no  one 
would  seek  such  a  divorce  under  circumstances  to  give  the 
decree  no  personal  effect  upon  the  defendant. 

• 

§  159  [734].  It  is  a  familiar  general  principle,  that  no  per- 
son is  bound  by  a  judgment  rendered  in  a  jurisdiction  to 
which  he  is  in  no  way  amenable,  and  in  a  proceeding  to 
which  he  did  not  answer,  and  of  which  he  had  no  notice 
either  actual  or  constructive.^  No  wonder,  therefore,  dicta 
have  fallen  from  judges  who  had  no  occasion  to  examine  the 
subject  in  all  its  bearings,  opposed  apparently  to  the  doctrine 
we  are  considering.  Moreover  it  ^ay  be  true,  that  a  divorce 
obtained  when  the  defendant  was  living  in  another  country, 
without  such  publication  or  other  notice  of  the  suit  as  the 
case  might  admit  of,  would  involve  a  species  of  fraud,  which 
would  avoid  the  judgment  -both  at  home  and  abroad.^  But 
the  only  American  decision,  which)  aside  from  the  dicta  of 
the  judges,  is  quite  at  variance  with  our  position,  appears  to 


558.  However,  in  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  Mil  ward,  373,  it  was  held,  that  the  Statute 
does  not  extend  to  Ireland,  and  that  the  Canon  does  not  apply  to  persons  having 
no  fixed  reaidenoe.  And  the  leamed  judge.  Dr.  Badcliff,  said :  "  Of  this  dedam- 
tOTj  statute  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  and  its  penalties  only  apply  to  the  case  of 
persons  dted,  who  are  inhabitants  and  dwellers  in  some  diocese  or  peculiar  district, 
and  not  to  persons  having  no  habitation  at  all."  See  also  Nixon  o.  The  Office, 
Milward,  390,  note ;  Dasent  v.  Dasent,  1  Robertson,  800 ;  ante,  \  135. 

^  Collett  V.  CoUett,  snpra;  Chichester  v.  Donegal,  1  Add.  £c.  5,  17, 18;  Done- 
gal V.  Donegal,  8  Phillim.  586,  597. . 

*  Flowers  v.  Foreman,  23  How.  U.  S.  132;  Matter  of  Tracy,  1  Paige,  580; 
Matter  of  Pettit,  2  Paige,  174 ;  Oisy  v.  Hawee,  8  Cal.  568. 

s  Bxmdshaw  v.  Heath,  13  Wend.  407 ;  Hanling  v.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  140,  148. 

Borden  v.  Fitch,  15  Johns.  121,  was  a  case  of  gross  fraud.    In  Maguire  v.  Mar 

gnire,  7  Dana,  181,  a  fraud  was  attempted  by  the  wife  upon  the  jurisdiction,  and 

ndther  party  had  a  dowicil  in  Kentucky,  where  the  suit  was  brought.    And  see 

.post,  161-164 ;  Yischer  v,  Yischer,  12  Barb.  640 ;  Lyon  v.  Lyon,  2  Gmy,  367. 
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be  that  in  Irby  t;.  Wilson,  rendered  h^  the  Supreme  Court  of 
North  Carolina  in  1837.  The  facts  were,  that  persons  inter- 
married in  South  Carolina,  and  removed  thence  to  Tennes- 
see, where  they  became  domiciled.  There  the  wife  deserted 
the  husband,  and  went  to  live  in  North  Carolina,  he  still  re- 
maining in  Tennessee.  In  due  time  he  sued  in  the  courts 
of  his  own  State  for  the  desertion,  and  obtained  a  decree  dis- 
solving the  marriage ;  constructive,  but  not  actual,  notice 
having  been  served  upon  her  by  proclamations  and  publica- 
tions, as  directed  by  statute.  This  Tennessee  divorce  the 
North  Carolina  court  held  to  be  void;  "because,"  in  the  lan- 
guage of  Ruffin,  C.  J.,  "  it  was  not  an  adjudication  between 
any  parties ;  since  the  wife  did  not  appear  in  the  suit,  nor 
was  served  with  process  "  (the  court  held,  that  there  was  no 
way  in  which  she  could  be  served,  not  being  within  the 
territory  of  Tennessee),^  "  and  was  not  a  subject  of  Tennes- 
see, but  was  a  citizen  and  inhabitant  of  this  State,  and 
therefore  not  amenable  tg  her  tribunals."^  It  will  be  ob- 
served, that,  according  to  this  decision,  it  would  be  impos- 
sible for  either  of  the  parties,  whom  the  other  had  abandoned 
for  a  residence  beyond  the  reach  of  the  process  of  the  court, 
to  procure  a  divorce  for  any  cause,  whether  it  occurred  before 
or  after  the  desertion,  or  for  the  desertion  itself. 

§  160  [735].  But  there  is  no  case  in  which  this  subject  is 
more  satisfactorily  discussed,  or  settled  upon  a  more  broad, 
liberal,  and  just  basis,  than  that  of  Harding  v.  Alden,^  which 
came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Maine  in  1832.  This,  it 
is  perceived,  is  of  a  date  somewhat  earlier  than  the  North 
Carolina  case ;  in  which,  however,  it  was  not  cited.  It  was 
an  action  for  dower  against  the  grantee  of  the  husband, 
under  a  statute  allowing  the  woman,  after  a  divorce  for  the 
husband's  adultery,  dower  in  his  lands,  to  be  assigned  in  the 


1  See  ante,  4  157. 

«  Jxhj  V,  Wil«on,  1  Der.  ft  Bat.  Eq.  568,  676.    See  also  Doney  v.  Doney,  7 
W^attB,  349 ;  Vischer  v.  Yischer,  IS  Barb.  640 ;  ante,  \  134. 
>  Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  140. 
[140] 


OQAP.  ZI.]  SPECIFia  PHOPOSHIQNS.  §  161 

• 

same  manner  as  if  he  were  dead.  The  principal  question 
was,  as  to  the  validity  of  a  divorce  decreed  in  the  State  of 
Rhode  Island,  on  her  petition  alleging  his  adultery.  The 
parties  were  married  in  Massachusetts,  and  were  afterward 
domiciled  in  Maine.  There  he  deserted  her  and  took  up 
his  residence  in  North  Carolina,  where  he  entered  into  an 
adulterous  connection.  The  wife  removed  from  Maine  to 
Rhode  Island ;  and,  in  the  latter  State,  applied  for  and  ob- 
tained a  divorce  in  its  supreme  Judicial  Court.  The  husband 
was  never  within  the  territory  of  Rhode  Island ;  but  the 
citation  was  served  upon  him  personally  in  North  Carolina, 
a  mode  of  service  which  the  court  considered  to  be  no  better 
for  the  purpose  of  founding  jurisdiction  than  service  by  ptib- 
lication,  since  no  tribunal  can  send  its  process  into  a  foreign 
country.^  The  divorce  was  held  to  be  good ;  and  so  the  suit 
was  sustained.^ 

§161  [736].  The  grounds  upon,  which  this  decision  was 
placed,  were  substantially  those  we  have  already  discussed ; 
though  the  principle  was  somewhat  less  efimlnated  in  it, 
than  in  the  foregoing  pages.  /'  It  was,"  observed  the  court, 
the  <^  interest "  of  the  husband  in  his  wife,  "  his  right  to 
exact  from  her  the  performance  of  duties,  upon  which  the 

decree  operated.      She'  was   within  the  jurisdiction 

Most  of  the  reasons  which  led  to  the  adoption  of  the  rule, 
that  a  marriage  valid  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  solemn- 
ized should  be  valid  everywhere,  the  protection  of  innocent 
parties,  and  the  purity  of  public  morals,  require,  that  divorces 
lawfully  pronounced  in  one  jurisdiction,  and  the  new  rela- 
tions thereupon  formed,  should  be  recognized  as  operative 
and  binding  everywhere.  To  this  may  be  excepted  cases  of 
fraud  and  collusion,  whicE,  when  pleaded  and  verified,  vacate 
all  judgments  and  decrees.  And  of  this  class  are  decrees 
obtained  in  fraud  of  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  the  parties. 
Jackson  t;.  Jackson  and  Hanover  t;.  Turner^  were  decided 

1  Ante,  S  157. 

s  Jackson  v,  Jackson,  1  Johns.  424;  Himoyer^v.  Tnrner,  14  Mass.  fifi7.    See 
ante,  \  169. 
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upon  this  ground."  And  the  court  mentioned  the  incon- 
venience which  must  result  from  refusing  to  give  effect  to 
such  decrees ;  and  showed,  that  it  would  amount  to  a  denial 
of  justice,  except  where  the  injured  party  could  follow  up 
the  offender  and  biecome  domiciled  in  his  jurisdiction,^  This 
decision  has  received  the  commendation  of  Chancellor  Kent,' 
and  the  doctrine  it  lays  down  is  what  is  best  sustained  by 
authority.* 

§  162  [736  a].  Since  the  jfirst  two  editions  of  this  work 
were  published,  cases  have  been  decided  in  which  the  doc- 
trine now  under  consideration  has  been  more  thoroughly 
discussed,  and  more  firmly  settled,  than  it  had  been  when 
the  foregoing  sections  were  originally  penned.  Thus  in  a 
Rhode  Island  case,  the  courts  by  Ames,  C.  J.,  entered  fully 
into  the  matter,  and  in  an  able  opinion  sustaiq^d  throughout 
what  has  been  laid  down  in  this  work  upon  this  topic.  The 
case  was  one  in  which  the  defendant  was  neither  personally 
in  the  State  nor  personally  cited;  and  the  court,  after  fuU 
consideration  o^  the  subject,  determined  to  take  the  juris- 
diction to  decree  the  divorce,  on  the  express  view  that  the 
divorce  decreed  would  be,  or  should  be,  held  to  be  binding 
throughout  the  world.  After  making  the  observations,  con- 
cerning the  nature  of  marriage,  quoted  in  the  early  part  of 
the  first  volume,^  this  learned  judge  proceeded :  <'  The  right 
to  govern  and  control  persons  and  things  within  the  State 
supposes  the  right,  in  a  just  and  proper  manner,  to  fix  or 
alter  the  status  of  the  one,  and  to  regulate  and  control  the 
disposition  of  the  other;  nor  is  this  sovereign  power  over 
persons  and  things  lawfully  domiciled  and  placed  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  State,  diminished  by  the  fact,  that 
there  are  other  parties  interested  through  some  relation  in 


1  Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Groenl.  140.  >  2  Kent  Com.  6th  ed.  110,  note. 

s  Mansfield  v.  Mclntyie,  10  Ohio,  27 ;  Tolen  v.  Tolen,  2  Blackf.  407 ;  Hall 
V.  Hnll,  2  Strob.  Eq.  174 ;  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  7  Ohio,  238 ;  Hanuon  v.  Harrison, 
19  Ala.  499;  Gleason  v.  Gleason,  4  Wis.  64;  Hubbeii  v.  Hnbbell,  3  Wis.  662; 
Thompson  v.  The  State,  28  Ala.  12  ;  Ditson  v.  Ditson,  4  B.  I.  87. 

*  Vol.  L  4  10. 
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the  status  of  these  persons,  or  by  some  claim  or  right  in 
those  things,  who  is  oat  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  cannot  be 
reached  by  its  process.  No  one  doubts  this,  as  a  matter  of 
general  law,  with  regard  to  the  other  domestic  relations,  and 
what  special  reason  is  there  to  doubt  it,  as  to  the  relation  of 
husband  and  wife?  The  slave  who  flees  from  Virginia  to 
Canada,  no  treaty  obliging  his  restoration ;  or  who  is  brought 
by  his  master  thence  to  a  free  State  of  the  Union,  no  con- 
stitutional provision  enforcing  his  return ;  finds  his  status 
before  the  law,  in  the  new  jurisdiction  he  has  entered, 
changed  at  once ;  and  no  one  dreams,  that  this  result  of  a 
new  domicil  and  the  new  laws  of  it,  is  less  legally  certain 
and  proper  as  a  matter  of  general  law,  because  the  master 
is  out  of  the  new  jurisdiction  of  his  slave,  and  is  not,  or 
cannot  be,  cited  to  appear  and  attend  to  some  formal  cere- 
mony of  emancipation.  It  is  true  that  slavery  is  a  partial 
and  peculiar  institution,  not  generally  recognized  by  the 
policy  of  civilized  nations ;  whereas  marriage,  in  some  form, 
is  coextensive  with  the  race,  and,  as  a  relation,  is  nowhere 
so  restrictive  and  so  binding  in  its  obligations  as  amongst 
the  most  truly  civilized  portions  of  it.  Yet  each  nation 
8uid  State  has  its  peculiar  law  and  policy  as  to  the  mode  of 
forming,  and  the  mode  and  causes  for  judicially  dissolving, 
this  last  relation,  according  to  its  right ;  and  all  that  other 
States  or  nations,  under  the  general  law  which  pervades  all 
Christendom,  can  properly  demand  is,  that,  in  the  exercise  of 
its  clear  right  in  this  last  respect  as  to  its  own  citizens  or 
subjects,  it  should  pay  all  the  attention,  and  no  more,  practi- 
cable, to  the  competing  rights  and  interests  of  their  citizens 
and  subjects.  It  should  give  to  non-residents  and  foreigners, 
parties  to  such  a  relation  of  general  legal  sanctity,  as  to 
persons  of  the  like  description  interested  in  property  within 
its  territory,  the  rights  to  which  are  also  everywhere  recog- 
nized, at  least  such  notice  by  publicity  before  it  proceeds  to 
judicial  action  as  can,  under  such  circumstances,  be  given 
consistently  with  any  judicial  action  at  all,  efficient  for  the 
puqposes  of  justice.  To  say  that  the  general  law  inexorably 
demands  personal  notice   in   order  to  such  action,  or  still 

[148] 


§  163  THB  LOOAUTT.  [BOOK  H. 

worse,  demands  that  all  parties  interested  in  a  relation  or  in 
property  subject  to  a  jurisdiction  should  be  physically  within 
that  jurisdiction,  is  to  lay  down  a  rule  of  law  incapable  of 
execution,  or  to  make  the  execution  of  laws  dependent,  not 
upon  the  claims  of  justice,  but  upon  the  chance  locality,  or, 
what  is  worse,  upon  the  will  of  those  most  interested  to 
defeat  it."  ^ 

§  163  [7366].  There  is  also  a  late  Alabama  case,  in  which 
the  matter  is  thoroughly  examined,  with  the  same  result. 
The  question  arose  on  an  indictment  for  polygamy,  in  which 
the  defendant  answered  the  charge  by  setting  up  a  divorce  in 
Arkansas.  The  court  below  instructed  the  jury  to  find  the 
divorce  void,  if  from  the  evidence  they  should  believe,  "  that 
the  defendant  was  married  to  Gracy  D.  Smith  in  Alabama, 
and  removed  to  an  adjoining  county  in  Mississippi,  and, 
while  living  in  Mississippi,  left  his  family,  and  went  to  the 
State  of  Arkansas,  and  there  resided  one  year,  and  then 
instituted  a  suit  in  Arkansas  for  divorce  against  his  wife^ 
who  never  resided  in  Arkansas,  and  never  had  personal  no- 
tice of  the  exhibition  of  the  suit  [there  was  the  constructive 
notice,  by  publication  in  the  newspapers] ;  and  further 
believe  from  the  evidence,  that  the  cause  of  divorce  com- 
menced and  existed  beyond  the  State  of  Arkansas,  and  never 
was  continued  or  completed  within  the  State."  Yet  the 
court  of  review  held,  that  neither  any  one  nor  all  of  these 
things  combined  would  make  the  divorce  void.  But,  added 
the  court :  '*  If  the  defendant  did  not  go  to  Arkansas  animo 
manendi;  or,  if  he, went  to  that  State  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  a  divorce,  and  intending  to  remain  no  longer 
than  was  necessary  to  accomplish  his  purpose;  or,  if  the 
divorce  was  procured  by  fraud, — the  decree  of  the  Arkansas 
court  would  be  void,  and  the  appellant,  in  marrying  again  in 
this  State  while  his  former  wife  was  living,  would  commit 
the  crime  of  polygamy."  * 


1  DitBon  V.  Ditson,  4  B.  I.  87,  102,  lOS. 

>  Thompson  v.  The  State,  28  Ala.  12,  21, 22,  opinion  bj  Walker,  J. 
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§  164  [737].  Unquestionably  it  is  a  good  general  proposi- 
tion, that,  in  the  language  of  Thompson,  C.  J.,  *^  to  give  any 
binding  effect  to  a  judgment,  it  is  essential  that  the  court  should 
have  jurisdiction  of  the  person,  and  of  the  subject-matter."  ^ 
But  the  tribunals  of  a  country  in  which  any  individual  is 
domiciled  have  jurisdiction  of  the  '^  subject-matter,"  namely, 
bis  status,  and '  likewise  of  his  person ;  and  only  upon  this 
subject-matter  do  they  act  when  they  declare  him  free  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony  with  one  abroad.  Indeed,  if  it  were  neces- 
sary to  go  into  the  inquiry,  probably  we  should  find  it  to  be  a 
fundamental  principle,  controlling  the  entire  question  of  all 
judicial  jurisdiction,  that  the  courts  are  bound  to  redress  the 
wrongs  of  citizens,  while  the  right  of  defendants  to  be  cited 
is  only  secondary ;  that  the  ground  on  which  tribunals  refuse 
to  entertain  mere  personal  suits  against  foreigners  upon 
whom  no  process  can  be  served,  is,  not  alone  because  they 
are  entitled  to  notice,  but  because  the  proceeding  could  do 
the  plaintiff  no  good ;  and  that  the  true  reason  why  the  juris- 
diction, when  the  property  of  the  defendant  can  be  seized, 
will  be  entertained  to  the  extent  of  such  property,  is  because 
the  plaintiff  will  thereby  and  to  this  extent  be  benefited.^  It 
is  well  known,  that,  in  cases  of  proceedings  in  rem  and  qt$asi 
in  rem,  if  they  are  free  from  fraud,  the  judgment  binds  the 
property  of  the  defendant,  whether  he  had  actual  notice  or 
not^  And  surely  a  suit  to  fix  the  status  of  a  citizen  does 
not  materially  differ  from  a  proceeding  in  rem.  Indeed  it  is, 
in  its  nature,  exactly  a  proceeding  in  rem ;  the  thing  being, 
not  a  ship  or  other  piece  of  property,  but  a  status, 

■ 

4  165  [738].    Perhaps  also   in  respect  to  marriage,  and ' 
upon  other  grounds  than  those  already  discussed,  the  legal 
identity  of  husband   and  wife,  and  their  general  duty  of 


1  Borden  v.  Fitdi,  15  Johns.  121,  141.  Ayliife  lays  it  down,  that  "a  citation  is 
matter  of  natnnd  right,  introduced  ab  origine  mtmeU ;  ibr,"  he  argaes,  "  Chd  died 
Adam,  Baying,  Adam  t  Adam !  When  art  thou  f  "  Ajl.  Parer.  1  SO.  And  see  ante, 
S  147,  14S,  151. 

*  See  Sanford  v.  Sanford,  5  Day,  353. 

*  Thompson  o.  Steamboat  Morton,  2  Ohio  State,  96. 
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remaining  together,  should  result  in  the  legal  consequence, 
that  each  must  defend  his  matrimonial  status  wherever  the 
other  has  a  domioil.  Mr.  Burge  has  some  observations 
which  may  illustrate  this  subject  '*  It  is  not  considered," 
he  says,  "  that  the  citation  is  necessarily  ineffectual  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  the  tribunal  competent  jurisdiction  to  pro- 
ceed against  the -party,  because  he  was  not  either  actually  or 
virtually  present  in  the  country  at  the  time  it  was  served.  If 
the  place  in  which  the  suit  was  instituted  was  that  of  his 
domicil,  or  if  he  was  possessed  of  property  there,  he  may  be 
said  to  owe  such  allegiance  and  submission  to  its  laws  as  to 
be  subject  to  the  species  of  citation  which  its  laws  have 
ordained ;  and  it  is  in  his  power  to  secure  to  himself  ample 
means  of  defending  himself  against  the  suit,  by  appointing  a 
representative.  A  citation,  therefore,  under  those  circum- 
stances, although  at  the  time  it  takes  place  he  may  be  absent 
from  the  country,  is  not  necessarily  so  repugnant  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  natural  justice  that  a  foreign  tribunal  should  refuse 
to  recognize  it,  and  treat  a  sentence  founded  on  it  as  a 
nullity."  ^ 

§  166  [738  a].  There  is  no  question,  that,  on  general  princi- 
ples, aside  from  the  operation  of  particular  statutes,  if  the 
defendant  is  pursued  for  a  divorce  in  the  courts  of  his  own 
domicil,  he  cannot  object  though  the  plaintiff  is  domiciled 
abroad.^  But  this  doctrine  is  practically  useless  in  this 
country ;  because  of  the  fact,  already  mentioned,  that  the 
statutes  of  substantially  all  our  States  require  a  residence  by 
the  plaintiff  in  the  State  before  he  brings  his  suit  The 
*  requirement  has  been  found  important  in  order  to  prevent 
persons  from  rushing  into  particular  States  to  obtain  from 
the  courts  mere  paper  divorces  ;  valueless,  except  to  deceive 
and  allure  into  void  marriages  other  persons  who  are  ignorant 
of  the  law,  and  who  would  not  knowingly  enter  into  a  polyg- 
amous connection. 


1  8  Bnige  Col.  ft  For.  Laws,  1056. 

*  And  866  Thompson  v.  The  State,  98  Ala.  12, 17  ;  ante,  f  157. 
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§  167  [738  b"].  The  foregoing  discussion  is  perhaps  suffi* 
ciently  full,  concerning  the  topic  under  consideration,  impor- 
tant though  it  is ;  but  a  few  words  further  may  not  be  amiss. 
The  relation  of  husband  and  wife  can  never  be  made  a  mere 
theoretical  afiair,  a  mere  obstruction  to  actual  marriage,  with- 
out inflicting  the  deepest  injury  on  the  party  innocent  of 
offence,  and  violating  all  true  public  policy.^  And  this  is  a 
proposition  applicable,  not  in  particular  countries  and  local- 
ities only,  but  applicable  in  all  plaices,  to  the  entire  race  of 
man,  wherever  man  is  found  on  the  earth.  And  when  one 
of  the  parties  is  domiciled  in  one  country,  and  the  other  party 
is  permanently  out  of  the  country,  the  marriage  is  a  mere 
theoretical  thing ;  it  is  not  what  the  international  law,  in  a 
wise  contemplation  of  the  interests  of  associated  nations, 
should  favor.  It  }s  an  impediment  to  matrimony,  npt  matri- 
mony itself,  as  this  relation  is  viewed  by  the  just  and  true 
eye  of  that  genius  of  international  glory  and  peace  and  virtue 
which  should  ever  preside  over  the  jurisprudence  of  nations. 
It  is  also  an  impediment  to  matrimony,  not  matrimony,  as 
viewed  by  the  law  of  nature.  And  as  viewed  by  the  muni- 
cipal law  of  the  country  in  which  the  injured  person  lives,  if 
the  delictum  recognized  by  such  law  as  sufficient  for  a  divorce 
has  occurred,  it  is  also  a  mere  impediment  to  actual  matri- 
mony. We  have,  then,  the  three  concurring  voices,  of  natural 
law,  of  international  law,  of  municipal  law,  all  declaring  the 
marriage  to  be  truly  a  mere  impediment  to  matrimony,  not 
matrimony  itself;  all  protesting  against  it,  as  injurious  to  the 
race,  to  the  party,  to  the  nation,  to  the  community  of  nations ; 
yet,  in  the  face  of  aU  this,  we  have  •  among  us  men  learned 
in  the  law,  who  tell  us,  there  is  a  technical  reason  why  the 
impediment  must  forever  remain,  as  a  monument  to  human 
folly,  a  disgrace  to  the  name  of  marriage,  and  a  blot  on  the 
law. 

§  168  [738  c].  And  the  technical  reason  in  the  way  is  the 
want  of  personal  citation  of  the  defendant  within  the  country. 


1  Vol.  I.  S  33,  796. 
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Yet  when  he  violated  his  marital  duties,  he  did  what,  and 
only  what,  prevents  him  from  being  in  the  same  jarisdiction. 
with  the  plaintiff  where  he  coold  be  cit«d.  In  other  words, 
the  consequence  of  his  wrong  is  the  thing  set  np  as  his  pro- 
tection against  being  divorced  for  the  wrong.  If  men  can 
plead,  either  their  own  wickedness  directly,  or  what  flows, 
directly  from  their  wickedness,  in  bar  of  a  prosecution  for 
this  wickedness,  the  principle  is  a  new  one ;  or,  if  it  is  an  old 
one,  it  merits  reprobation. 

§  169  [739].  But  the  doctrine  we  are  discussing  applies 
only  to  the  matrimonial  status*  and  to  things  resting  directly 
upon  the  status.  <<  In  giving  eifect  here  to  the  divorce  decreed 
in  Rhode  Island,"  said  the  court  in  Harding  v.  Alden, ''  we 
would  wish  to  be  understood,  that  the  grounds  upon  which 
we  place  our  decision  limit  it  to  the  dissolution  of  the  mar- 
riage. In  the  libel,  alimony  was  prayed  for;  and  pertain 
personal  property,  then  in  the  possession  of  the  wife,  was 
decreed  to  her.  Had  the  court  awarded  her  a  gross  sum,  or 
a  weekly  or  annual  allowance,  to  be  paid  by  the  husband ; 
and  the  courts  of  this  or  any  other  State  had  been  resorted, 
to  to  enforce  it,  a  different  question  would  be  presented,  fall- 
ing within  the  distinctions  which  have  been  supposed  to 
qualify  the  decisions  of  the  Suprc^me  Court  of  the  United 
States."  But  the  right  to  recover  dower,  though  in  lands 
aliened  before  the  divorce,  followed,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  under  the  statute  law  of 
Maine,  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  by  the  decree  of 
the  foreign  tribunal,  the  same  as  by  death.^ 

^  170  [739].  This  distinction,  between  the  right  or  juris- 
diction to  dissolve  the  marriage,  and  to  settle  collateral 
msitters  concerning  property,   has  been   often    recognized*; 


J  Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  140, 151.  "No  State  or  nation  can,  bj  its  laws, 
direcdj  affect  or  bind  property  ont  of  its  own  territory,  or  bind  persons  not  resident 
therein,  whether  they  are  natarsl  bom  subjects  or  others."  Story  Confl.  Laws,  f 
20.  Bat  in  respect  to  dower  in  soch  a  case,  see  Mansfield  v.  Mclntyre,  10  Ohio,  27, 
and  the  comment  on  this  case  in  Page  on  Diy.  369,  note. 
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and  it  appears  to  be  well  founded  in  authority  and  in 
principle.^  Where,  however,  the  defendant,  who  is  a  citi- 
zen of  another  State,  employs  counsel  and  defends  the  suit, 
he  can  have  no  benefit  under  this  distinction  ;  and  the  court 
has  power  to  decree  alimony  against  him,  although  he  is 
not  personally  within  the  State,  and  has  no  property  there.' 
Still,  the  doctrine  of  this  section  and  the  last,  has  not  yet 
been  drawn  in  sufficiently  distinct  outline  by  the  adjudica- 
tions, to  enable  us  to  do  more  than  announce  it  in  this 
general  way.  It  rests  in  part  on  the  fact,  that  a  judgment 
concerning  a  collateral  matter  of  property  would  ordinarily 
not  avail  the  plaintiff,  unless  he  could  get  possession  of  the 
defendant's  person  or  his  goods ;  and  in  part  pn  the  legal 
truth,  that  the  question  of  status  dwells  in  different  reasons 
from  those  which  govern  these  collateral  matters ;  so  that 
the  status  may  be  within  a  jurisdiction  while  the  collateral 
matters  are  not ;  the  latter  may  be,  while  the  former  is  not 

§  171  [740].  Thirdly.  The  place  where  the  offence  was 
committed^  whether  in  the  country  in  which  the  suit  is  brought 
or  a  foreign  country^  is  immaterial.  This  is  the  universal 
doctrine ;  it  prevails  alike  in  the  English,  Scotch,  and  Amer- 
ican courts,  and  there  is  no  conflict  upon  the  point.^  There 
may  however  be  cases,  in  which  the  place  of  the  offence, 
coming  up  for  consideration  in  an  incidental  way,  has  been 
deemed  important  in  respect  of  the  matter  of  jurisdiction ; 
but  even  such  cases  are  anomalous,  and,  on  principle,  this 
matter  should  always  be  wholly  disregarded.  If  a  man 
should  go  abroad  to  commit  adultery,  he  would  be  just  as 
unfit  a  companion  for  his  wife,  and  the  interests  of  society 

^  Magaire  v,  Maguire,  7  Dana,  181  ;  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  4  Barb.  295,  301  ; 
Orane  v.  Megmnis,  1  QiLl  &  J.  463 ;  Townsend  v.  Griffin,  4  Hairing.  Del.  440 ; 
Vol.  L  S  14,  693. 

'^  Sanford  v.  Sanford,  5  Day,  353. 

*  1  Barge  Col.  &  For.  Laws,  680 ;  I  Fras.  Dom.  Rel.  658 ;  Dnntz  v.  Levett, 
Ferg.  68,  3  Eng.  £c.  360,  379 ;  Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Qreenl.  140 ;  Clark  v.  Clark, 
8  N.  H.  21 ;  Hartean  v.  Hartean,  14  Pick.  181 ;  Thompson  v.  The  State,  28  Ala. 
12;  Hanberry  v.  Hanberry,  29  Ala.  719;  Batdiff  v.  Batcliff,  1  Swab.  &  T.  467, 
470;  Brodie  v.  Biodie,  2  Swab.  &  T.  259. 
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Voald  just  as  much  require  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage, 
and  private  interest  would  clamor  as  loudly,  as  though  he  had 
committed  the  adultery  in  his  own  country.  * 

§  172  [741].  Fourthly.  The  domicU  of  the  parties  at  the 
time  of  the  offence  committed  is  of  no  consequence ;  the  juriS' 
diction  depending'  on  their  domicil  when  the  proceeding  is  in- 
stituted^ and  the  judgment  is  rendered.  A  contrary  doctrine 
has  been  maintained  in  New  Hampshire  and  Pennsylvania ; 
in  which  States  it  has  been  held,  that  the  tribunals  of  the 
country  where  the  parties  were  domiciled  when  the  delic- 
tum occurred,  have  alone  the  jurisdiction.^  And  in  a  recent 
Louisiana  case,  the  majority  of  the  court  refused  to  grant 
a  divorce  for  drunkenness  committed  in  another  State 
where  the  parties. were  married  and  domiciled,  before  be- 
coming domiciled  in  Louisiana.  Campbell,  J.,  observed  : 
'<  We  hold  it  to  be  sound  doctrine,  that  parties  who  did  not 
contract  marriage  under,  or  with  reference  to,  the  laws  of  this 
State,  cannot  base  in  our  tribunals  an  action  for  divorce,  on 
matters  which  occurred  in  another  State,^  before  they  had, 
acquired  a  domicil  in  this ;  although  it  may  be  competent,^ 
in  a  suit  here,  to  offer  evidence  of  such  matters,  as  tending 
to  establish  the  habit  of  which  complaint  is  made."  ^ 

§  173  [742].  The  history  of  this  doctrine,  as  it  prevails,  or 
did  prevail,  in  New  Hampshire  and  Pennsylvania,  is  instxuc- 
tive.  It  appears  to  be  as  follows  :  In  Massachusetts,  under 
the  colonial  system,  divorces  were  granted  by  the  Governor 
and  Council.^  And  when  the  Constitution  of  the  State  was 
adopted  in  1780,  it  declared,  that  ^^  all  causes  of  marriage, 

divorce,  and  alimony shall  be  heard  and  determined 

by  the  Governor  and  Council,  until  the  legislature  shall  by 
law  make  other  provision."  *  This  other  provision  was  made 
in  1786,  when  the  jurisdiction  was  committed  to  the  courts 


1  Po8t,  ^  173-175. 

*  Edwards  v.  Green,  9  La.  An.  317,  Buchanan,  J.,  disaenting.    And  see  Hare  o. 
Hare,  10  Texas,  855,  357. 
>  Oage  V.  Gage,  2  Dane  Ab.  309.  «  Chap.  3,  art.  5.  See  Vol.  I,  i  688. 
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in  these  words :  <'  Whereas  it  is  a  great  expense  to  the  peo- 
ple of  this  State  to  be  obliged  to  attend  at  Boston  upon  all 
questions  of  divorce,  when  the  same  might  be  done  within 
the  counties  where  the  parties  live,  and  where-  the  truth 
might  be  better  discerned  by  having  the  witnesses  present 
in  court,  Be  it  therefore  enacted,  ^c,  That  all  questions  of 
divorce  and  alimony  shall  be  heard  and  tried  by  the  Supreme 
Judicial  Court,  holden  for  the  county  where  the  parties  live, 
and  that  the  decree  of  the  same  court  shall  be  final."  ^  But 
manifestly  great  difficulties  of  construction  must  arise  under 
this  statute,  in  cases  where  the  parties  had  no  permanent 
doroicil,  or  where  they  had  made  a  change  of  domicil  from 
one  county  to  another,  or  where  they  were  living  in  diflereut 
counties,  or  where  only  one  of  them  was  within  the  State ; 
for,  while  the  letter  of  the  statute  would  leave  them  no  fofum 
when  both  were  not  residing  in  the  same  county,  its  spirit 
and  intent  evidently  aimed  to  facilitate  divorce ;  whence  a 
strict  construction  could  not  be  adopted ;  neither,  oh  the  other, 
hand,  could  the  letter  be  disregarded.  And  the  courts  natu- 
rally endeavored  to  find  some  principle,  or  set  of  principles, 
to  guide  them  in  applying  this  enactment  to  the  ever-varying 
circumstances  in  which  the  question  from  time  to  time  pre- 
sented itself.  One  proposition  was  obvious,  that  a  wife 
could  not  lose  her  forum  by  the  desertion  of  the  husband,  or 
any  change  of  residence  made  by  him  alone,  after  the  com- 
misssion  of  the  offence ;  but,  though  in  such  a  case  she 
might  proceed  in  the  county  where  she  continued  to  re- 
side, yet  it  was  not  so  clear  she  could  gain,  adversely  to 
him,  a  new  jurisdiction.  These  are  observations  applicable 
purely  to  the  statute,  and  they  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
general  question.^     Yet  it  is  apparent,  on  a  reference  to  the 


1  Stat.  March  16  (chap.  69),  1786,  \  3 ;  Hartean  v.  Harteaa,  14  Pick.  181. 

'  The  following  are  some  of  the  cases  decided  npon  the  oonstraction  of  this 
statute :  Lane  v.  Lane,  2  Mass.  167 ;  Bicbardnon  v.  Richardson,  2  Mass.  153 ; 
Hopkins  v»  Hopkins,  3  Mass.  158 ;  Squire  v.  Sqoire,  3  Mass.  184 ;  Moore  v,  Moore, 
2  Mass,  117 ;  Merry  v.  Merry,  12  Mass.  312;  Choate  v,  Choate,  3  Mass.  391 ; 
Anonymous,  5  Mass.  197;  Harteau  v.  Harteau,  14  Pick.  181 ;  Qreene  v.  Greene, 
U  Tkkp  410;  Carter  v,  Cartur,  6  Mass.  263.     And  see  Harding  u.  Alden,  9 
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Peansylvania^  and  New  Hampshire^  decisions,  that  such  and 
similar  observations  froip  the  Massachusetts  court  are  the 
real  source  of  their  rule. 

§  174.  In  a  late  New  Hampshire  case,  the  court  considered 
the  New  Hampshire  rule,  as  stated  in  the  last  two  sections,  to 
be  completely  established  by  the  decisions  as  a  rule  binding 
upon  the  court  in  cases  wherein  it  is  called  upon  to  grant 
divorces ;  but  the  intimation  is  strongly  made,  that,  as  a  . 
rule  of  general  jurisprudence,  it  is  not  correct ;  the  true  doc- 
trine being,  that  the  courts  where  the  parties  are  actually 
domiciled,  bond  fide^  at  the  time  of  the  application  for  the 
divorce,  have  in  all  cases  the  rightful  jurisdiction.  This  latter- 
rule  was  therefore,  by  way  of  dictum,  applied,  where  the 
question  was  upon  the  validity  of  an  Indiana  divorce ;  the 
parties  having  resided  at  the  time  of  the  delictum  in  New 
Hampshire.  "  Upon  every  view  which  can  be  taken  of  the 
case,"  said  the  judge,  ><  the  divorce  in  Indiana  might  be  sus- 
tained in  the  courts  of  this  State,  if  the  fact  appeared  that  the 
husband  [who  had  obtained  the  divorce  in  Indiana  notwith- 
standing the  wife  resided  in  New  Hampshire,  and  had  only 
constructive  notice],  at  the  time  of  the  application  and  of  the 
proceedings  which  resulted  in  the  decree,  was  a  bonA  fide 
resident  of  that  State."  ^ 

§  175  [743].  The  ground  of  principle  upon  which,  in  Penn- 
sylvania, this  rule  was  put  by  Gibson,  C.  J.,  is,  that  '<  the 
person  of  the  transgressor  was  not  subject  to  our  jurisdiction 
at  the  time  of  the  fact."*     But  the  New  Hampshire  court 


Greenl.  140.  These  a^jadicatioiu  were  the  fonndktion  for  the  proyisions  in  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  c.  76,  f  8-11.    See  CommiBsioner's  Report,  part  2,  p.  121. 

^  Dorsey  v.  Dorsej,  7  Watts,  349  ;  McDermott's  Appeal,  8  Watts  &  S.  251 ; 
HoUister  r.  HoLlister,  6  Barr,  449. 

*  Clark  V.  Churk,  8  N.  H.  21 ;  Fellows  v.  Fellows,  8  N.  H.  160 ;  Frary  v.  Fnury, 
10^.  H.  61 ;  Greenlaw  &.  Greenlaw,  12  N.  H.  200;  Batchelder  v.  Batchelder,  14 
N.  H.  380 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  12  N.  H.  80 ;  Payson  v.  Payson,  84  N.  H.  618. 

«  Leith  V.  Leith,  89  N.  H.  20,  41,  opinion  by  Sawyer,  J. 

^  Dorsey  t>.  Dorsey,  7  Watts,  349.    ''  There  is  no  question,  that  the  courts  here 
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does  not  require  the  person  to  have  been  thus  subject ;  and  a 
divorce  was  granted  to  a  wife  for  an  offence  which  the  bus- 
band,  after  deserting  her  in  New  York,  committed  in  another 
State  where  he  was  domiciled ;  she  being  then,  and  while  the 
judicial  proceedings  were  carried  on,  resident  in  New  Hamp- 
shire. "  Having  lawfully  come  to  reside  here,"  observed 
Parker,  C.  J.,  ''  she  was  entitled  to  the  protection  of  our 
laws ;  and,  a  violation  of  the  marriage  covenant  having  sub- 
sequently occurred,  she,  as  a  legal  inhabitant,  may  well  appeal 
to  those  laws  for  redress."  In  this  case,  the  marriage  had 
been  celebrated  in  New  Hampshire,  a  fact  which  probably, 
did  not  influence  the  result.^  In  another  New  Hampshire 
case,  the  same  learned  judge  employed  the  following  lan- 
guage :  ^  Whether  it  could  have  made  any  difference,  had  it 
been  shown  that  the  wife  had  no  knowledge  of  the  fact  until 
after  the  husband  removed  into  this  State,  we  have  not  con<- 
sidered.  Should  a  husband,  after  committing  adultery  while 
domiciled  in  one  State,  where  that  furnished  sufficient  cause 
of  divorce,  remove  with  his  wife  into  another  State,  where  a 
similar  law  existed,  before  the  fact  was  known  to  her,  it  would 
certainly  present  a  case  of  hardship  if  she  was,  by  such  re^ 
moval,  precluded  from  availing  herself  of  the  fact  in  either 
State;  but  in  which  she  would  be  entitled  to  apply,  if  in 
either,  is  a  question  of  some  difficulty,  and  one  which  we 
need  not  discus»  at  the  present  time."  ^ 


hare  no  juiidiction  of  marital  dntiee  abroad."  McDermott's  Appeal,  8  Watte  k 
S.Sftl. 

1  Frary  v.  Frary,  10  N  H.  61. 

'  Clark  v.  Clark,  8  N.  H.  21.  On  a  libel  for  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  Mr. 
Justice  Wilde  observed :  "  Speaking  individnallj,  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in 
saying,  that  a  man  may  have  two  domicils  in  difierent  States,  or  within  separate 
jurisdictions,  so  as  to  be  amenable  to  a  process  of  this  description  in  either.  That 
a  man  may  have  two  domicils  for  some  purposes,  although  he  can  have  but  one  for 
succession  to  personal  proper^,  is  well  settled  in  England  and  in  other  countries. 
Somerville  v.  Lord  Somerville,  5  Ves.  750."  Greene  v.  Greene,  11  Pick.  410,  415. 
And  see  ante,  \  149.  But  be  this  as  it  may,  there  seems  to  be  no  foundation  for 
the  argument,  that,  because  a  man  could  have,  complamed  of  a  breach  of  matri* 
monud  duty  in  his  domicU  of  yesterday,  he  cannot,  having  omitted  to  do  so,  com- 
plain of  the  same  thing  in  bis  domidl  of  to-day. 
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§  176  [744].  Now  it  may  be  useful  to  consider,  that  there 
is  probably  not  a  single  analogy  in  the  law  to  sustain  this 
New  Hampshire  and  Pennsylvania  rule.  If  the  doctrine 
were,  as  it  is  not,  that  the  lex  loci  delicti  should  govern,^  then 
there  would  be  the  analogy  of  the  criminal  law.  We  shall 
see,  in  the  proper  place,  that,  in  substance,  the  suit  for  divorce 
is  a  species  of  action  of  tort ;  but  who  ever  heard  of  a  court 
refusing  to  sustain  an  action  either  of  tort  or  of  contract  on 
the  bare  ground,  that  the  parties,  at  the  time  of  the  injury  or 
breach,  were  domiciled  in  another  jurisdiction  ?  Then,  is  the 
right  of  every  government  to  determine  the  status  of  its  own 
subjects  2  limited  or  controlled  by  any  such  exception  ?  We 
have  seen,  that  a  State  is  not  bound  to  recognize  at  all  the 
status  of  marriage  in  persons  coming  into  it  from  other  States 
and  countries ;  and  so,  when  it  does,  it  should  take  the  status 
as  subject  to  any  imperfections  resulting  from  wrongs  already 
committed,  and  apply  its  own  rules  in  determining  what  are 
such  imperfections.^  Indeed,  every  State  must  do  so,  or  con- 
sequences of  a  very  inconvenient  as  well  as  illogical  nature* 
will  follow.  To  accept  the  foreign  marriage,  in  persons 
coming  from  another  domicil,  and  yield  to  it,  adversely  to 
the  policy  of  our  own  law,  a  force  beyond  even  what  was 
accorded  to  it  there,  would  be  to  carry  the  principle  of  comity 
BO  extremely  erect  as  to  give  it  a  leaning  the  other  way; 
while  to  import  the  foreign  law  of  divorce  would  be  to  sub- 
vert our  own.  But  what  appears  to  be  conclusive  is,  that 
the  doctrine  we  are  combating  has  not  been  received  either 
in  the  other  American  States  generally,  or  in  England  or 
Scotland ;  though  the  question  has  seldom  been  made  matter 
of  direct  judicial  discussion.^ 


1  See  ante,  f  171.  >  Ante,  S  137  et  aeq. 

>  Vol.  I.  S  367  et  seq. ;  ante,  S  139,  140. 

^  Lander  v.  Vanghent,  Fetg.  250,  8  Bng.  Ec  414 ;  Gordon  v.  Englegraaf,  Ferg. 
261,  3  Eng.  Ec.  415;  Scott  v.  Bontcher,  Feig.  252,  8  Eng.  £c.  416  ;  Tonnge  v. 
Caasa,  Feig.  255,  3  Eng.  Ec.  417 ;  Urqnhart  v.  Flncker,  Feig.  259,  3  Eng.  Ec. 
420 ;  Deane  p.  Deane,  12  Jnr.  63 ;  CoUett  v.  CoUett,  3  Cnrt.  Ec.  726,  7  Eng.  Ec. 
563,  565 ;  Tolen  v.  Tolen,  2  Blackf.  407 ;  Schnanier  o.  Schnaufer,  4  La.  An.  355 ; 
Fbhli  V.  Fiflhli,  2  Litt.  337 ;  Haie  v.  Hare,  10  Texas,  355 ;  Hnbbell  o.  Hnbbell,  3 
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§177  [744  a].  And  in  Pennsylvania  the  legislature  has 
interfered,  by  providing,  that  ^  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said 
several  courts  to  entertain  jurisdiction  of  all  causes  of  divorce 
from  the  bonds  of  matrimony,  for  the  causes  of  desertion  as 
aforesaid,  or  adultery,  notwithstanding  the  parties  were,  at 
the  tinfe  of  the  occurrence  of  said  causes,  domiciled  in  any 
other  State.  Provided^  That  no  such  divorce  shall  be  granted, 
unless  the  applicant  therefor  shall  be  a  citizen  of  this  com- 
monwealth, or  shall  have  resided  therein  for  the  term  of  one 
year,  as  provided  for  by  existing  laws."  But  the  court  has 
given  this  statute  the  strictest  possible  interpretation ;  hold- 
ing, that  the  words  "any  other  State"  refer  only  to  another 
State  of  our  American  Union.^ 

§  178  [744  &].  The  incorrectness  of  this  New  Hampshire 
and  Pennsylvania  doctrine,  that  only  in  the  country  where 
the  parties  were  domiciled  at  the  time  of  the  offence  com- 
mitted can  the  divorce  for  the  offence  be  given,  though  one 
or  both  of  them  should  afterward  obtain  a  bond  fide  domicil 
in  another  country,  appears  also  from  some  further  consid- 
erations. If  a  married  man,  whose  wife  has  committed  an 
offence  entitling  him  to  a  divorce,  removes  into  another  State 
or  country,  carrying  with  him  his  status  o^  marriage,  he 
should  surely  not  be  held  to  take  a  heavier  burden  of  uncon- 
genial status  than  he  bore  when  he  left  his  former  home. 
In  his  former  home,  after  the  offence  committed,  he  was 
simply  a  married  man  on  condition  subsequent,  applying  to 
his  status  a  phrase  familiar  in  the  law  of  written  instruments ; 
that  is,  the  marriage  was  to  subsist  or  not,  as  afterward  he 
should  ask,  or  not,  to  have  it  annulled.  If  the  courts  of  the 
new  domicil  undertake  to  make  him,  what  he  was  not  in  the 
old,  a  married  man  unconditionally,  they  proceed  in  violation 
of  the  general  law  of  their  own  country,  in  violation  also  of 


Wis.  662.    The  csm  of  McNeil  v.  McNeil,  S  Edw.  Ch.  650,  turned  entirely  apon 
the  constniction  of  the  statute.   See  also  Janris  v.  Jarris,  8  Edw.  Ch.  462 ;  Stokes 
vs  Stokes,  1  Misso.  324. 
1  Bishop  V.  Bishop,  6  Casej,  412,  416 ;  Act  of  26th  April,  1850,  \  5. 
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9oand  public  policy,  and  in  violation  of  private  right  and 
interest ;  because,  according  to  their  own  general  law,  ac- 
cording to  the  dictates  of  the  public  policy  adopted  at  home, 
and  the  broader  public  policy  which  controls  the  affairs  of 
nations,  according  to  the  clamor  of  the  private  rights  and 
.  interests  of  the  injured  party,  whenever  a  sufficient  UeKctwm 
has  occurred,  as  in  this  case  a  sufficient  one  has,  the  divorce 
should  be  decreed. 

§  179  [744  c].  And  suppose  the  delictum  were  not  esteemed 
cause  of  divorce  in  the  former  domicil  of  the  parties,  still  the 
policy  of  the  law  of  the  new  domicil  equally  demands  the 
divorce.  '  In  the  place  of  the  new  domicil,  the  parties  must 
either  live  together,  or  violate  a  rule  of  good  order  by  living 
separately.  If  they  live  together,  compelled  thus  to  do  by 
the  law,  they  are  not  dealt  with  on  an  equality  with  the 
other  citizens  of  the  country ;  if  they  voluntarily  live  .apart, 
they  set  an  example  not  calculated  to  promote,  in  its  influ- 
ence, virtue  in  the  community.  Suppose  the  innocent  party 
refuses  to  live  with  the  guilty  one,  in  consequence  of  the 
guilt,  —  the  latter,  thus  guilty,  may  compel,  if  she  be  the 
wife,  the  innocent  to  support  her,  and  may  likewise  obtain 
from  him  a  d^^orce,  as  for  desertion.  The  foreign  adultery, 
if  adultery  were  her  offence,  could  not  be  set  up  in  bar  of 
either  the  suit  for  necessaries  or  the  suit  for  divorce ;  because, 
if  a  divorce  could  not  be  given  to  the  husband  on  the  ground 
of  this  adultery,  as  being  a  matter  beyond  the  cognizance  of 
the  courts,  equally  could  neither  the  wife's  divorce  suit  for 
desertion,  nor  the  third  person's  suit  for  necessaries  furnished 
her,  be  barred  by  this  adultery,  thus  existing  as  a  thing  be- 
yond the  cognizance  of  the  courts.  And  these  are  merely 
'  specimens  of  the  absurdities  to  which  the  doctrine  under 
consideration  must  lead. 

§  180  [745]..  Fifthly.    U  is  immaierial  to  this  question  of 
jurisdiction^  in  whcU  country^  or  under  what  system  of  di- 
vorce laws^  the  marriage  was  celebrated.     This  used   to  be 
undisputed  doctrine  in  the  English  tribunals,  when  they  were 
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called  upon  to  admihister  the  remedy  of  a  separation  a  mensd 
et  thoroj  —  the  only  kind  of  divorce  from  a  valid  marriage, 
which,  previous  to  the  year  1858,  they  were  invested  with 
the  authority  to  grant^  But  it  has  been  said  to  be  also  law 
in  the  English  courts,  that,  since  they  could  not  dissolve 
a  vinculo  any  marriage,  foreign  or  domestic,  they  would 
under  no  circumstances  recognize  the  validity  of  any  foreign 
sentence,  dissolving  a  marriage  celebrated  in  England.  Yet 
when  we  look  into  the  authorities  we  find  doubts  arise, 
whether  such  is  in  fact  the  law  of  England. 

§  181  [746].  It  is  the  immemorial  usage  of  the  Scotch 
courts,  as  already  mentioned,^  to  decree  divorces  between 
parties  present  in  Scotland,  though  domiciled  in  England  or 
elsewhere  abroad,  for  any  offence  sufficient  by  the  Scotch  law ; 
if  only,  as  a  general  rule,  the  tribunal  has  a  mere  temporary 
jurisdiction  over  the  parties,  and  process  is  served  on  the  de- 
fender. And  so  it  happened  in  one  instance,  that,  after  a  di- 
vorce a  vinculo  had  been  rendered  in  Scotland  between  English 
subjects  still  domiciled  in  England,  in  which  country  also  the 
marriage  had  been  celebrated ;  and  after  the  husband  had 
entered  into  a  second  marriage ;  he  was  indicted  at  home  for 
polygamy,  and  in  answer  to  the  indictment  he  set  up  the 
Scotch  divorce.  But  he  was  convicted.  "  The  judges,"  in  the 
words  of  the  brief  report  we  have  of  the  proceeding,  "  held 
the  conviction  right;  being  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  no 
sentence  or  act  of  any  foreign  country  or  State  could  dis- 
solve an  English  marriage  a  vinculo  matrimoniij  for  ground 
on  which  it  was  not  liable  to  be  dissolved,  a  vinculo  matri' 
maniij  in  England."  ^     This  case,  often  cited,  and  familiarly 


1  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  I  Hag.  Con.  294,  4  Eng.  Ec.  413,  413.  It  has  been  inti- 
mated,  however,  that  divoroes  a  mensd  do  not  stand  on  the  tame  footing,  in  this 
respect  as  diyorces  a  vinculo.  See  Greene  v,  Greene,  11  Pick.  410;  post,  f  200  et  seq. 

*  Ante,  i  148, 149. 

*  Rex  V,  Lolley,  Ross.  &  Rj.  237,  2  a.  &  F.  567,  note,  a.i>.  1812.  Loid 
Broogham,  who  was  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  stated  the  next  year  before  the 
Hoose  of  Lords,  while  aigaing  as  coonsel  the  case  of  Tovey  v.  Lindsajr,  1  Dow. 
117, 127,  that  he  had  a  note  of  Lolle/s  case,  taken  by  himself  at  the  time  the 
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known  as  LoUey's  ca^e,  is  the  sole  foundation  for  the  opinion, 
that  the  English  law  cannot  acknowledge,  as  valid,  any  dis- 
solution in  a  foreign  country  of  an  English  marriage.  But 
it  is  seen,  that  the  facts  in  issue  in  this  Lolley's  case  fur- 
nished no  basis  for  such  an  adjudication ;  and  that,  if  words 
covering  the  point  were  employed  by  the  judges,  they  are 
necessarily  mere  dicta.  The  point  could  not  arise.^  Besides, 
the  rule  is  familiar,  that  the  language  of  judges  must  be  con- 
strued with  reference  to  the  facts  they  are  discussing ;  a  rule 
which  should  never  be  lost  sight  of,  if  we  would  avoid  end- 
less confusion,  contradiction,  nonsense.^  And  Lord  Brougham 
has  since  observed  of  this  case :  ^  Though  the  decision  was 
not  put  upon  any  special  circumstance,  yet,  in  fairly  consid- 
ering its  applications,  we  cannot  lay  out  of  view,  that  the  par- 
ties were  not  only  married,  but  really  domiciled,  in  England; 
and  had  resorted  to  Scotland  for  the  manifest  purpose  of 
obtaining  a  temporary  and  fictitious  domicil  there,  in  order 
to  give  the  Scotch  courts  jurisdiction  over  them,  and  enable 
them  to  dissolve  their  marriage.''  ^ 

§  182  [747].  The  next  case  after  LoUey's  was  that  of 
McCarthy  v.  Decaix,  before  the  Court  of  Chancery ;  and,  in 
this  case,  according  to  the  reports  we  have  of  it,  the  question 
we  are  discussing  did  arise.  The  marriage  had  been  cele- 
brated in  England;  the  husband  being  a  Dane  by  birth, 
fortune,  and  domicil ;  and  the  wife  an  English  woman.  The 
parties  afterward  removed  to  Denmark,  where  they  were 
domiciled  and  divorced;  and  the  point  presented  was, 
whether  the  Danish  divorce  dissolved  the  marriage,  so  as 
to  affect,  as  against  her  representatives,  property  rights  in 
England;  to  which  country  she  had  returned  after  the  di- 


jadgment  was  delivered;  as  follows,  that  the  jndges  "were  nnanimonslj  of  opin- 
ion apon  the  points  reseired,  that  a  marriage  solemnlEed  in  England  was  indisso- 
luble by  any  thing  except  an  act  of  the  legisUttore." 

1  See  the  obseirations  of  Lord  Bannatyne  in  Dantase  v.  Lerett,  Feig.  403,  8 
Eng.  Ec.  506. 

s  And  see  Vol.  L  f  63. 

*  Wanender  9.  Warrender,  a  Gl.  &  F.  488,  541. 

[158] 


CHAP.  XI.]  8PBCIFI0  PROPOSITIONS.  §  183 

vorce,  and  had  died  there.  Lord  Eldon  hesitated ;  add 
said  he  would  not  take  it  as  settled  by  Lolley's  case,  that 
the  marriage  was  not,  even  for  English  purposes,  ended  by 
the  Danish  divorce.  But  Lord  Brougham,  who,  before  the 
cause  was  finally  disposed  of,  succeded  to  the  great  seal, 
held,  -^  on  the  sole  authority  of  Lolley's  case,  and  without 
adverting  to  the  difference  we  are  considering  in  the  facts,  -— 
that  the  Danish  divorce  must  be  viewed  as  ineffectual  to 
dissolve  the  marriage.^  Yet  the  weight  of  this  decision, 
as  bearing  upon  the  point  adjudged,  is  more  than  taken 
away  by  the  subsequent  observations  of  the  same  learned 
judge  in  the  House  of  Lords,  sitting  as  a  court  of  Appeal 
from  Scotland,  Jn  Warrender  v.  Warrender,  to  which  case 
we  shall  presently  refer.^ 

§  183  [748].  After  the  decision  in  McCarthy  v.  Decaix, 
during  the  same  year,  the  case  of  CJonway  v.  Beazley  came 
before  the  Consistory  Court  o^  London.  It  was  a  cause  of 
nullity,  promoted  by  a  woman  who  in  Scotland  had  entered 
into  matrimony  with  a  man  divorced  there  from  an  English 
marriage,  while  both  parties  to  the  divorce  remained  domi* 
ciled  in  England.  Dr.  Lushington  held  the  Scotch  sentence 
null,  and  so  the  second  niarriage  void.  ^  My  judgment^  how- 
ever," he  observed,  ^'  must  not  be  construed  to  go  one  step 
beyond  the  present  case ;  nor  in  any  manner  to  touch  the 
.  case  of  a  divorce  pronounced  in  Scotland  between  parties 
who,  though  married  when  domiciled  in  England,  were,  at 
the  time  of  such  divorce,  bond  fide  domiciled  in  Scotland ; 
still  less  between  parties  who  were  only  on  a  6asual  visit  in 
England  at  the  time  of  their  marriage,  but  were  then,  and  at 
the  time  of  the  divorce,  bond  fide  domiciled  in  Scotland." 
And  he  considered  Lolley's  case  to  have  settled  the  question 
no  further  than  as  concerns  persons  domiciled  in  England 
at  the  time  of  the  Scotch  divorce.     It  did  not  establish. 


1  Mc  Caithy  v.  Decaix,  2  Bass.  &  Mjl.  614,  2  O.  &  F.  568,  note,  8  Hag.  Ec. 
643,  DOte,  5  Eng.  Ec.  244,  a.  d.  1881. 
'  Warrender  v.  Warrender,  2  a.  A  F.  448;  ante,  i  141 ;  poet,  i'l85, 190, 191. 
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as  a  universal  rule,  that  an  English  marriage  could  not  be 
dissolved  judicially  in  Scotland.  "  Before  I  could  give  my 
consent  to  such  a  doctrine,"  he  said,  ^  (not  meaning  to  deny 
that  it  may  be  true),  I  must  have  a  decision,  after  argument, 
upon  such  a  case  as  I  will  now  suppose  ;  namely,  a  marriage 
in  England,  the  parties  resorting  to  a  foreign  country,  be- 
coming actually,  6o9Kf  fide^  domiciled  in  that  country,  and 
then  separated  by  a  sentence  of  divorce  pronounced  by  the 
competent  tribunal  of  that  country.  If  a  case  of  that  de- 
scription had  occurred,  and  had  received  the  decision  of  the 
twelve  judges,  or  the  other  high  authority  to  which  allusion 
has  been  made,  then  indeed  it  might  have  set  this  important 
matter  at  rest ;  but  I  am  not  aware,  that  thkt  point  has  ever 
been  distinctly  raised,  and  I  think  I  may  say  with  certainty, 
that  it  never  has  received  any  express  decision."  ^ 

§  184  [749].  Besides  the  foregoing  cases,  are  two  others,  • 
which  came  before  the  HousJ  of  Lords  on  appeal  from  Scot* 
land.  The  first  is  Tovey  v.  Lindsay  ;  it  was  argued  in.lSlS, 
the  next  year  after  Lolley's  case  was  decided.  The  hus- 
band was  originally  a  Scotchman,  and  the  vn(e  an  English 
woman ;  but  the  marriage  was  celebrated  under  the  English 
law,  at  Gibraltar ;  and  the  parties  were  afterward  domiciled 
in  England,  where  a  separation  by  deed  took  place.  After 
this  separation,  the  husband  brought,  in  the  Scotch  court, 
his  suit  for  divorce,  on  the  ground  of  his  wife's  adultery ;  • 
she  objected  to  the  jurisdiction,  but  her  objection  was  over- 
ruled, and  she  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords.  It  appeared, 
before  the  latter  tribunal,  that  probably  his  domicil  still  re- 
mained in  England ;  but,  because  there  was  doubt  upon  this 
and  other  questions  of  fact,  and  because  the  case  seemed  not 
to  have  been  carefully  and  accurately  considered  in  the  court 
below,  the  Lords  remitted  it  back,  for  the  Scotch  court  to  , 
review  its  own  decision,  and  to  present  all  the  points  for  a 
final  adjudication.     No  real  light  upon  the  main  question 

1  Conway  o.  fieuHej,  8  Hag.  £c.  639,  5  Eng.  Ec.  242.    A  note  of  McCarthy 
V.  Decaix  was  read  by  oooiuei  in  the  aigament  of  this  cause. 
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was  elicited,  though  there  was  some  general  discussion.^ 
Before  any  thing  farther  was  done^  Lindsay  died;  and  so 
the  suit  ended.' 

§  186  [750].  The  remaining  case  is  Warrender  v.  War- 
render,  which  terminated  in  1835,  subsequently  to  all  the 
cases  before  mentioned.  The  husband  was  a  Scotchman, 
married  in  England  to  an  English  woman.  After  the  mar- 
riage, the  parties  were  domiciled  in  Scotland ;  then  they 
lived,  were  perhaps  domiciled  also,  in  England,  where  a 
separation  by  deed  took  place ;  then  the  husband  returned 

to  and  was  domiciled  in  Scotland,  while  she  went  and  re- 

• 

sided  abroad.  In  this  state  of  things  he  brought  a  suit,  in 
the  proper  Scotch  court,  against  her  for  divorce ;  she  ap« 
peared.and  objected  to  the  jurisdiction ;  the  Scotch  tribunal 
overruled  her  objection,  and,  on.  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords,  its  decision  was  affirmed.  This  case  is  conclusive 
as  to  the  Scotch  law,  but  not  as  to  the  English ;  for  the 
Lords  proceeded  on  the  doctrine,  that,  sitting  as  a  court  of 
appeal  from  Scotland,  they  must  decide  according  to  the  law 
of  Scotland ;  and  it  clearly  appeared,  that,  viewed  in  this 
way,  the  judgment  below  was  correct^  Yet  it  is  seen,  that 
this  decision  does  not  absolutely  conclude  any  thing,  even  for 
Scotland,  in  respect  to  cases  where  the  parties  at  the  time 
of  the  divorce  suit  are  domiciled  in  England.  Still  if  the 
Scotch  law  is  to  be  applied,  there  may  be  difficulty  in  saying, 
that  the  right  to  decree  divorces  in  such  circumstances  is  not 
established  by  an  exceedingly  formidable  array  of  domestic 
adjudication,  embracing  decisions  of  the  highest  domestic 
tribunal,  acquiesced  in  from  time  immemorial;  though,  on 
the  other  hand,  these  decisions  have  not  been  given  with 
the  unanimous  assent  of  the  Scotch  judges.^ 

§  186  [751].   But  if  the  House  of  Lords,  as  the  common 


^  Tovej  V.  liDdaay,  1  Dow.  117. 

>  Lord  LyndhoTBt,  in  Wamnder  9.  Warrander,  2  CI.  &  F.  4SS,  565. 
*  Wurrender  v,  Wurronder,  S  O.  ft  F.  48S.    '  «* Ante,  S  146. 
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court  of  appeal  from  both  England  and  Scotland,  is  to  de- 
cide upon  this  subject  in  one  way  when  the  question  comes 
from  Scotland,  in  another  way  when  it  comes  from  Eng- 
land, then  the  picture  drawn  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  is  one  of 
Kfe  and  reality.  "  It  must  be  admitted,"  he  said,  "  that  the 
legal  principles  and  decisions  of  England  and  Scotland  stand 
in  strange  and  anomalous  conflict  on  this  important  subject 
As  the  laws  of  both  now  stand,  it  would  appear  that  Sir 
George  Warrender  may  have  two  wives ;  for,  having  been 
divorced  in  Scotland,  be  may  again  marry  in  that  country ; 
be  may  live  with  one  wife  in  Scotland  most  lawfully,  and 
with  the  other  equally  lawfully  in  England;  but  only  bring 
him  across  the  border,  his  English  wife  may  proceed  against 
him  in  the  English  courts  either  for  restitution  of  conjugal 
rights,  or  for  adultery  committed  against  the  duties  and  obli- 
gations of  the  marriage  solemnized  in  England  ;  again,  send 
him  to  Scotland,  and  his  Scotch  wife  may  proceed,  in  the 
courts  of  Scotland;  for  breach  of  the  marriage  contract  en- 
tered into  with  her  in  that  country."  ^ 

^  187  [762].  Yet  surely  his  lordship  need  have  entertained 
no  embarrassing  apprehensions  in  the  matter.  Sir  George 
Warrender's  plain  legal  duty  was  to  follow  up  the  course 
which  lies  at  all  times  open  to  every  lover  of  oriental  cus- 
toms. Such  a  one  may  marry  in  England;  get  divorced  in 
Scotland  ;  and,  in  the  latter  country,  contract  a  second  mar- 
riage. Having  done  so,  he  should  so  construct  his  dwelling 
as  to  have  two  opposite  wings  for  bis  respective  wives,  locat* 
ing  it  where  the  line  between  the  two  countries  will  divide 
them.  He  should  put  the  Scotch  wife  on  the  Scotch  side, 
and  the  English  wife  on  the  English  side;  and,  if  the  prin- 
ciples we  are  examining  are  adhered  to,  he  will  in  both 
countries  be  alike  a  good  citizen  and  a  good  Christian,  so 
pronounced  by  one  common  superior  tribunal.  True  indeed, 
if  his  wives,  better  skilled  in  household  duties  than  in  legal 
lore,  should  chance  to  interchange  places  but  for  a  day,  he 


1  Wanender  v.  Warrender,  2  CI.  &  F.  438,  560. 
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would  at  onoe  be  transformed  into  a  felon  in  both  countries, 
pursued  by  tiie  author ities  of  both,  under  the  approval  of  one 
ultimate  tribunal  Xhis  little  inconvenience  he  should  avoid 
by  marrying  intelligent  women ;  who  would  |}e  prompted  to 
aid  him  in  the  discharge  of  his  onerous  legal,  moral,  and 
social  duties,  by  their  natural  desire  for  the  legitimacy  of 
their  offspring. 

§  188  [7^}*  The  reason  assigned  why  an  English  mar- 
riage cannot  for  English  purposes  be  dissolved  by  the  tri- 
bunals of  the  country  in  which  the  parties  are  afterward 
domiciled,  is,  that,  since  by  the  law  of  England  as  it  existed 
when  this  reason  was  given,  no  judieied  dissolution  of  the 
marriage  could  be  allowed,  the  parties  must  be  presumed 
to  have  agreed,  when  contracting  matrimony,  never  to  be 
separated  by  any  judicial  authority.  Judge  Story  has  thus 
summed  up  the  reasoning  on  this  side  of  the  question :  ^*  The 
law  of  the*  place  where  the  marriage  is  celebrated,  furnishes 
a  just  rule  for  the  interpretatioa  of  its  obligations  and  rights, 
as  it  does  in  the  case  of  other  contracts,  which  are  held  obli- 
gatory according  to  the  lex  loci  contractus.  It  is  not  just, 
that  one  party  should  be  able  at  his  option  to  dissolve  a  con* 
tract  by  a  law  different  from  that  under  which  it  was  fornaed, 
and  by  whicb  the  other  party  understood  it  to  be  governed^ 
If  any  other  rule  than  the  lex  loci  contractus  is  adopted,  the 
law  of  marriage,  on  which  the  happiness  of  society  so  mainly 
depends,  must  be  completely  loose  and  unsettled;  and  the 
marriage  state,  whose  indissolubility  is  so  much  favored  by 
CThristianity,  and  by  the  best  interests  of  society,  will  become 
subject  to  the  mere  will,  and  almost  to  the  caprice,  of  the 
parties,  as  to  its  duration.  The  courts  of  the  nations  whose 
laws  are  most  lax  on  this  subject,  will  be  constantly  resorted 
to  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  divorces ;  and  thus,  not  only 
frauds  will  be  eneouraged,  but  the  common  cause'  of  moral- 
ity and  religion  be  seriously  injured,  and  conjugal  virtue  and 
parental  affection  become  corrupted  and  debased.  Thus,  a 
dissatisfied  party  might  resort  to  one  foreign  country,  ^here 
incompatibility  of  temper  is  a  ground   of  divorce ;  or  to 
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another,  which  admits  of  diyorce  upon  even  more  frivolous 
pretences,  or  upon  the  mere  consent  of  both,  or  even  of  one, 
of  the  parties. 

§  189  [754].  ^  In  thi6  manner  a  nation  may  find  its  own 
inhabitants  throwing  off  all  obedience  to  its  own  laws  and 
institutions,  and  subverting,  by  the  interposition  of  a  foreign 
tribunal,  its  own  fundamental  policy.  Nay,  a  stronger  case 
may  be  put,  of  a  marriage,  deemed,  as  a  sacrament,  indis- 
soluble by  the  public  religion  of  a  nation,  which  is  yet  dis- 
solved at  the  will  of  a  foreign  nation,  in  violation  of  the 
highest  of  all  human  duties,  a  perfect  obedience  to  the  Divine 
law.  There  is  no  solid  ground  upon  which  any  government 
can  be  held  to  yield  up  its  own  fundamental  laws  and  policy, 
as  to  its  own  subjects,  in  favor  of  the  laws  or  acts  of  other 
countries.  Parties  contracting  in  a  country  where  marriage 
is  indissoluble,  voluntarily  submit  to  the  jurisdiction  and  laws 
of  that  country,  if  they  are  foreigners  domiciled-  there.  If 
they  are  natural  subjects,  they  are  bound  by  the  laws  of  the 
country  in  virtue  of  the  general  duty  of  allegiance.  Why 
then  should  England  permit  her  subjects,  by  a  foreign  domi- 
cil,  to  escape  from  the  indissolubility  of  a  marriage  contracted 
in  England,  and  thus  permit  them  to  defeat  a  fundamental 
policy  of  the  realm  ?  "  * 

§  190  [755].  But  though  the  case  of  Warrender  v.  War- 
render^  decided,  as  we  have  seen,  nothing  concerning  the 
English  law,  yet  observations  were  made  in  it,  particularly 
by  Lord  Brougham,  going  far  to  shake  the  position,  that  the 
kx  loci  contractus  would  be  held  to  govern,  even  in  England; 
and  they  are  conclusive,  in  principle,  against  this  position. 
Having  adverted  to  the  doctrine  which  holds  th*e  validity  of 
the  marriage  to  depend  on  the  law  of  the  country  of  its  sol- 
emnization, this  learned  person  continued:  ^^ But  it  is  said, 
that  what  is  called  the  essence  of  the  contiract  must  also  be 


1  Story  Confl.  Lawe,  §  225,  226. 
*  Warreader  v,  Warrender,  2  CI.  &  F.  488. 
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judged  of  according  to  the  lex  loci ;  and,  as  this  is  a  some- 
what vague,  and  for  its  vagaeness  a  somewhat  suspicious, 
proposition,  it  is  rendered  more  certain  by  adding,  that  dis- 
solubility or  indissolubility  is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 
Now  I  take  this  to  be  really  peiUto  principii.  It  is  putting 
the  yery  question  under  discussion  into  another  form  of 
words,  and  giving  the  answer  in  one  way.  There  are  many 
other  things  which  may  just  as  well  be  reckoned  of  the  es- 
sence as  this.  If  it  is  said,  that  parties  marrying  in  England 
must  be  taken,  all  the  world  over,  to  have  bound  themselves 
to  live  until  death  or  an  Act  of  Parliament  <  them  do  part,' 
-^why  shall  it  not  also  be  said,  that  they  have  bound  them- 
selves to  live  together  on  such  terms,  and  with  such  mutual 
personal  rights  and  duties,  as  the  English  law  recognizes  and 
enforces  ?  Those  rights  and  duties  are  just  as  much  of  the 
essence  as  dissolubility  or  indissolubility ;  and  yet  all  admit, 
all  must  admit,  that  persons  married  in  England  and  settled 
in  Scotland  will  be  entitled  only  to  the  personal  rights  which 
the  Scotch  law  sanctions,  and  will  only  be  liable  to  perform 
the  duties  which  the  Scotch  law  imposes.  Indeed  if  we  are 
to  regard  the  nature  of  the  contract  in  this  respect  as  defined 
by  the  lex  locij  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  we  may  not  import 
from  Turkey,  into  England,  a  marriage  of  such  a  nature  as 
that  it  is  capable  of  being  followed  by,  and  subsisting  with, 
another;  polygamy  being  there  of  the  essence  of  the  contract 
The  fallacy  of  the  argument,  ^that  indissolubility  is  of  the 
essence,'  appears  plainly  to  be  this:  it  confounds  incidents 
with  essence ;  it  makes  the  rights  under  a  contract,  or  flow- 
ing from  and  arising  out  of  it,  parcel  of  the  contract ;  it 
makes  the  mode  in  which  judicatures  deal  with  those  rights, 
and  with  the  contract  itself,  part  of  the  contraqt ;  instead  of 
considering,  as  in  all  soundness  of  principle  we  ought,  that 
the  contract,  and  all  its  incidents,  and  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties to  it,  and  the  wrongs  committed  by  them  respecting  it, 
must  be  dealt  with  by  the  courts  of  the  country  where  the 
parties  reside,  and  where  the  contract  is  to  be  carried  into 
execution. 
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§  191  [756].  "But,"  continued  he,  "at  all  events  this  is 
clear,  and  it  seems  decisive  of  the  point,  that  if,  on  some 
such  ground  as  this,  a  marriage  indissoluble  by  the  lex  loci 
is  to  be  held  indissoluble  everywhere ;  so,  conversely,  a  niar- 
riage  dissoluble  by  the  lex  lod  must  be  held  everywhere  dis- 
soluble. The  one  proposition  is  in  truth  identical  with  the , 
other.  Now,  it  would  follow  from  hence,  or  rather  i%  is  the 
same  proposition,  that  a  marriage  contracted  in  Scotland, 
where  it  is  dissoluble  by  reason  of  adultery  or  of  non- 
adherence,  is  dissoluble  in  England,  and  that  at  the  suit  of 
either  party.  Therefore  a  wife  married  in  Scotland  might 
sue  her  husband  in  our  courts  for  adultery  or  for  absenting 
himself  four  years,  and  ought  to  obtain  a  divorce  a  vinculo 
matrimonii.  Nay,  if  the  marriage  had  been  solemnized  in 
Prussia,  either  party  might  obtain  a  divorce  on  the  ground 
of  incompatibility  of  temper ;  and,  if  it  had  been  solemnized 
in  France  during  the  earlier  period  of  the  revolution,  the 
mere  consent  of  the  parties  ought  to  suffice  for  dissolving  it 
here.  Indeed,  another  consequence  would  follow  from  this 
doctrine  of  confounding,  with  the  nature,  of  the  contract,  that 
which  is  only  a  matter  touching  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts, 
and  their  power  of  dealing  with  ^  the  rights  and  duties  of  the 
parties  to  it,  —  if  there  were  a  country  in  which  marriage 
could  be  dissolved  without  any  judicial  proceeding  at  all, 
merely  by  the  parties  agreeing  in  pais  to  separate,,  every 
other  country  ought  to  sanction  a  separation  had  in  pais 
there,  and  uphold  a  second  marriage  contracted  after  such  a 
separation.^     It  may  safely  be  asserted,  that  so  absurd  a 


1  " It**  it  was  remarked  in  a  Scotch  case,  " all  who  many  in  anj  other  ooontry 
miut  bring  home,  when  thej  retom  to  Scotland,  the  lawB  of  diroroe  from  each 
place  of  celebration,  as  easential  qualities  of  their  coigngal  relation,  we  moat,  in* 
Btead  of  one  role,  haye  all  the  inoongmons  r^gnlAtions  of  the  rest  of  the  world  on 
the  subject  of  dirorce,  established  in  the  municipal  law  of  Scotland,  as  to  individ- 
uals, or  as  to  classes  of  our  oountrymen  or  feUow^tiaens.  The  inconveniences  of 
so  unpleasant  a  situation  must  be  endured,  too,  according  to  this  hypothesis,  for 
the  sake  of  foreign  systems,  with  which  these  very  parties  have  no  longer  the 
slightest  connection,  and  which  can  derive  no  possible  benefit  from  our  preference.' 
Edmonstone  v.  Lockhart,  Feig.  168, 198,  8  Eng.  Ec  889,  897. 
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proposition  never  could  for  a  moment  be  entertained;  and 
yet  it  is  not  like,  bat  identical  with,  the  proposition  upon 
which  the  main  body  of  the  appellant's  argument  rests,  that 
the  question  of  indissoluble  or  dissoluble  must  be  decided  in 
all  cases  by  the  lex  loci.^^  ^ 

§  192  [767].  Assuming  marriage  to  be  every  way  a  con- 
tract, even  then  it  is  difficult  to  sustain  the  conclusion,  that, 
therefore,  if  it  is  indissoluble  under  the  municipal  law  of  the 
place  where  it  is  entered  into,  it  must  be  so  everywhere  else 
and  forever.  One  of  the  properties  inherent  in  an  ordinary 
contract  is,  that  those  who  are  interested  in  it  may  mutually 
abrogate  it  at  .pleasure ;  and,  if  this  seems  not  to  be  so  in 
respect  to  marriage,  it  is  because  the  community  wherein  the 
married  persons  dwell  is  a  party  interested  ;  ^  but  the  interest 
of  the  particular  community  ceases,  and  a  new  one  attaches, 
when  they  remove  into  a  new  jurisdiction.  When  they  have 
left  the  country  where  the  contract  was  originally  made,  the 
lex  loci  cofUracttMj  which  cannot  go  with  them,  does  not 
restrain  them  from  mutually  discharging  it ;  yet  the  doctrine 
would  be  a  novel  one,  that  the  consent  of  the  defendant 
could,  under  any  such  circumstances,  affect  the  plaintifTs 
right  to  a  divorce.  Moreover,  as  between  themselves,  since 
they  can  consent  to  annul  the  contract,  they  can  consent  to 
place  it  under  the  control  of  the  laws  of  a  new  domicil; 
which  they  do  upon  their  change  of  residence.  Therefore,  in 
an  American  court  it  was  observed :  "  The  laws  of  a  country 
where  a  msirriage  is  contiacted  form  no  part  of  the  contract 
of  marriage.  By  a  contract,  always  implied,  between  the 
government  and  the  community,  each  member  agrees  to  sub" 
mU  to  laws  made  for  the  whoUj  and  the  husband  and  wife  are 
as  much  bound  by  this  implied  contract  as  each  individual  is. 
If  they  elect  to  abandon  France,  their  native  country,  and  to 
take  up  their  residence  in  Missouri,  they  thereby^  enter  into 
an   implied   contract  with  the  St^te  of  Missouri,  that  the 


1  Warrender  v.  Wairender,  2  CI.  &  F.  48B,  532,  9  Bligh,  89. 
*  Post,  \  Sdl,  834. 
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property,  left  undisposed  of  on.  the  death  of  one  of  the 
parties,  shall  be  disposed  of  agreeably  to  the  general  law  of 
the  land.  It  would  be  as  unreasonable  for  such  persons  to 
introduce  the  laws  of  France  here  to  regulate  the  descent 
and  distribution  of  their  property,  as  for 'a  native  of  France, 
who  had  abandoned  his  country  at  the  age  of  maturity,  when 
Ihe  implied  contract  between  him  and  his  country  was  in  full 
vigor,  to  bring. along  with  him  the  laws  of  France  to  be  tried 
under,  if  it  should  ever  so  happen  that  he  committed  murder 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  Missouri.  The  argument  derived 
from  the  indissolubility  of  the  marriage  contract  by  the  mere 
act  of  the  parties  has  as  little  weight  in  it.'-  ^ 

§  193  [758].   We  have  seen,  however,  that  marriage,  truly 
viewed,  is  not  a  contract,  but  a  status ;  that  it  bears  indeed 


^  Tompkins,  J.,  in  The  State  v.  Fry,  4  Misso.  120,  198.  A  leftrned  Seoteh 
jadge  has  observed :  "  By  marrying  in  England,  parties  do  not  become  bound 
to  reside  for  ever  in  England,  or  to  treat  one  another  in  every  other  country 
where  they  may  reside  according  to  the  provision  of  the  law  of  England.  Their 
obligation  is  to  fulfil  the  duties  of  husband  and  wife  to  each  other,  in  whatsoever 
country  they  may  be  called  to  in  the  course  of  providence;  and  they  neither 
promise,  nor  have  power  to  engage,  that  they  shall  cany  the  law  of  England  along 
with  them,  to  regulate  what  the  duties  and  powers  are  which  they  shall  fulfil  and 
exercise,  or  the  redress  which  the  vioUtion  of  those  duties,  or  abuse  of  tliose 
powers,  may  entitle  to.  All  of  these  functions  belong  to  the  law  of  the  country 
where  they  may  eventually  reside,  and  to  which  they  unquestionably  contract  the 
duties  of  obedience  and  subjection  whenever  they  enter  its  territories.  And,  further, 
this  supposed  condition,  even  if  it  had  the  will  of  the  parties  in  favor  of  it  by  any 
stipulation,  however  express,  could  derive  no  force  from  that  circumstance.  It  is 
too  obvious  to  admit  of  doubt,  that  no  quality  can  be  created  in  the  relation  of 
husband  and  wife  by  positive  or  implied  agreement  The  Commissaries  certainly 
would  not  dismiss  an  action  of  divorce  because  the  parties,  at  intermarrying,  had 
in  the  most  formal  manner  renounced  the  benefit  of  it,  and  become  bound  that 
their  marriage  should  be  indissolable.  Nor  would  it  be  any  objecdoa  to  a  diTome, 
at  the  instance  of  a  Roman  Catholic,  that  his  marriage  was  to  him  a  sacrament, 
and  therefore,  by  its  own  nature,  indissoluble.  These  are  all  pacta. privcUorum, 
and  cannot  impede  or  embarrass  the  steady,  uniform  course  of  the  Jus  publicum, 
which,  with  regard  to  the  rights  and  obligations  of  individuals  afiected  bytiie 
three  great  domestic  relations,  enacts  them  fisom  motirep  of  political  expediency 
and  public  morality,  and  nowise  confers  them  as  private  benefits  resulting  from 
agreements  concerning  meum  et  timm,  which  are  capable  of  being  modified  and 
renounced  at  pleasure."  Opinion  of  Mr.  Commissary  Boss,  Feig.  359,  8  Sng. 
Ec480. 
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somewhat  of  resemblance  to  a  contract,  merely  from  the  fact 
of  the  government  never  imposing  it  upon  any  who  do  not 
.mutually  choose  to  assume  it,  the  choice  being  expres8ed  by 
what  is  called  an  agreement  of  present  marriage ;  but  that, 
when  the  status  is  once  assumed,  the  contract  has  exhausted 
itself,  is  merged,  no  longer  exists.^  From  this  principle  there- 
fore it  necessarily  results,  that  the  status  is  continually  sub- 
ject to  the  law  of  the  domicil ;  by  which  law  it  may  be  from 
time  to  time  modified  or  annulled,  without  reference  at  all 
to  the  law  of  the  place  of  the  exhausted  contract  Indeed,  if 
English  parties  are  married  at  home,  and  remove  to  this 
country,  they  are  recognized  here  as  husband  and  wife  by 
virtue,  not  of  the  English  law,  but  of  our  own  law ;  for  the 
law  of  a  foreign  country  cannot  have  force  here.^  And,  said 
Lord  Glenlee,  "  we  give  the  remedy  of  divorce  for  adultery, 
because  the  parties  are  husband  and  wife,  and  not  with 
relation  to  the  constitution  of  the  marriage."^ 

§  194  [758  a].  The  sovereignty  of  every  government  within 
its-  own  dominions  is  necessarily  full,  and  exclusive  of  all 
other  sovereignty.  And  when  parties  go  into  a  country,  they 
cannot  claim,  if  disposed  to  claim,  any  better  standing  before 
the  law  than  citizens  have,  who  were  born  in  the  country. 
Suppose  an  ordinary  contract  to  have  been  made  between 
them  out  of  the  country,  the  courts  of  the  new  locality  will* 
not  enforce  it,  if  repugnant  to  the  policy  of  their  own  law. 
When  indeed  it  is  not  repugnant,  they  will  enforce  it ;  and 
they  will  look  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was  made  to 
settle  the  questions  of  its  interpretation,  and  of  its  having 
been  so  entered  into  in  point  of  form  as  to  be  deemed  a  con- 
tract ait  all.  For  example,  if  a  man  in  the  United  States, 
before  we  had  a  stamp  act,  should  have  given  another  an 
unstamped  promissory  note,  and  then  the  parties  should  have 
removed  to  England,  the  contract  would  there  be  sacred 


iVol.  l.H-i». 

*  Story,  Confl.  Laws,  ^  23.    And  see  Vol.  I.  ^  367, 869 ;  post,  ^  139. 

*  Fofg  405,  3  Eng.  £c.  507. 
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and  enforceable  in  the  tribanals,  though  each  a  note  given  in 
England  would  be  void  for  the  want  of  a  stamp.  But  if  one 
of  them  had  agreed  to  sustain  the  status  of  slave  to  the  other, 
even  in  a  State,  if  such  a  State  there  is,  whose  laws  would 
acknowledge  the  agreement  to  be  binding ;  and  the  two  had 
removed  to  England,  English  law  would  not  enforce  the 
agreement  The  reason  of  the  distinction  is,  that  the  one 
contract  accords  with  the  policy  and  spirit  of  the  English 
law,  though  not  made  in  English  form,  while  the  other  is 
repugnant  to  them. 

§  195  [758  fr].  The  propositions  of  the  last  section  are  con- 
clusive of  the  right  of  the  tribunals  of  every  country  to  dis- 
solve marriages  celebrated  abroad,  without  reference  to  the 
foreign  law  of  divorce,  whether  marriage  be  deemed  a  contract 
or  a  status.  For  surely  neither  contract  nor  status,  established 
abroad,  can  override  the  domestic  law,  without  putting  the 
domestic  forum  into  foreign  chains. 

• 

§  196  [758  c].  But  if  marriage  is  to  be  deemed,  as  in  every 
tribunal  it  is  deemed,  a  thing  of  international  law,  then  the 
courts  of  every  country  must  hold  the  citizens  of  a  foreign 
country  to  be  married  or  single,  according  as  they  are  held 
to  be  the  one  or  the  other  in  the  country  of  their  domicil. 
And  for  our  tribunals  to  make  an  exception  to  this  proposi- 
tion, and  say  they  ^^nll  not  follow  it  in  cases  of  marriage 
originally  celebrated  in  our  country,  is  to  make  the  attempt, 
futile  and  vain  and  arrogant  and  absurd,  to  impose  our 
law  upon  a  foreign  country,  when  we  should  spurn  the  at- 
tempt of  the  same  country  to  impose  its  law  on  us.  But 
suppose  the  parties  were  once  citizens  of  our  own  country, — 
Should  not  their  allegiance  to  us  be  perpetual,  and,  if  per- 
petual, does  not  the  result  follow,  that  we  cannot  recognize 
the  foreign  divorce  ?  Not  at  all ;  for,  even  were  we  to  hold 
to  perpetual  allegiance,  the  allegiance  is  a  personal  service 
due  to  the  government,  not  a  matter  of  status.  Yet  again, 
suppose  the  divorced  person  becomes,  after  the  divorce,  once 
more  a  citizen  of  our  country, —  Are  we  not  then  to  inquire, 
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whether  the  former  hasband  or  wife  has  received  the  release 
of  our  own  tribunals',  from  the  marital  contract  entered  into 
here  ?  Certainly  not ;  because  we  should  violate  all  rules  of 
law  to  hold  a  man  to  be  either  unmarried,  or  to  be  the  hus- 
band of  a  particular  woman,  the  moment  before  he  changes 
his  domicil,  and  to  hold  him  to  be  the  husband  of  another 
woman  the  iHoment  aft^r. 

§  197  [759] .  Yet  Gibson,  C.  J/,  in  a  Pennsylvania  case, 
said,  that  the  indissolubility  of  an  English  marriage  by  a 
foreign  sentence  is  "an  unavoidable  consequence  of  the 
British  tenet  of  perpetual  allegiance."  He  added :  "  Though 
an  English  subject  acquire  a  foreign  character  from  a  foreign 
domicil,  insomuch  as  to  be  treat^nl  as  an  alien  for  com- 
mercial purposes ;  though  he  folrmally  renounce  his  primitive 
allegiance,  and  profess  another;  he  is  accounted  but  a  so- 
journer while  abroad,  and  England,  by  the  dogma  of  her 
government,  is  his  home  and  his  country  stilL  Holding  this 
dogma,  it  would  be  strange  did  she  tolerate  foreign  interfere 
ence  with  his  domestic  relations  within  her  pale.  Insisting 
on  jurisdiction  of  his  person,  absent  or  present,  she  necessa- 
rily regards  an  attempt  to  change  any  one  of  these  as  an 
invasion  of  her  sovereignty ;  and  in  that  respect  it  cannot  be 
denied,  that  the  matter  is  within  her  province  and  her  power; 
,  for,  though  the  status  of  marriage  is.  Juris  gentium^  the  insti- 
titution  is  undoubtedly  a  subject  of  municipal  regulation. 
And  it  is  this  perpetual  allegiance  to  the  country,  its  institu- 
tipns,  and  its  laws,  not  an  indissolubility  of  the  marriage  from 
the  presumption,  will,  and  reservation  of  the  parties,  which  is 
the  root  of  the  English  doctrine."  ^  Upon  this  view  of  the 
matter  Hosack,  in  his  treatise  on  the  Conflict*  of  Laws  of 
England  and  Scotland,  has  remarked :  '*  The  theory  of  apply- 
ing to  this  case  the  English  doctrine  of  perpetual  allegiance 
is  clearly  erroneous.  If  it  were  correct,  it  would  apply  with 
equal  forfte  to  marriages  contracted  by  English  minors,  who 

1  Doraej  p.  Dorsej,  7  Watts,  349,  351 ;  ■.  p.  by  Walker,  J.,  in  Thompson  v. 
The  State,  28  Ala.  IS,  16. 
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could  not,  by  repairing  to  Scotland,  shake  off  the  disabilities 
imposed  upon  them  by  the  English  law ;  and  yet  such  mar- 
riages are  held  valid  in  England  to  all  intents  and  purposes. 
The  principle  of  allegiance  here  referred  to  applies  to  the 
immediate  political  relationship  between  the  sovereign  and 
the  subject ;  and  it  seems  to  be  a  total  misapprehension  to 
suppose, .  that  it  interferes  in  any  way  with  *  questions  of 
purely  municipal  law,  unconnected  with  that  point.  The 
doctrine  of  the  indissolubility  of  marriage,  so  far  as  it  exists 
in  England,  is  unquestionably  derived  from  the  canons  of 
the  Roman  Church.*'  ^ 

§  198  [760].  But  the  discussions  under  this  head  are 
rather  matter  of  curiosity  than  of  practical  utility  to  the 
American  reader;  since,  whatever  doubts  may  exist  in 
England,  the  clear  and  settled  doctrine  in  the  United  States 
hqlds  the  place  of  marriage  to  be  altogether  immaterial  to 
the  right  of  the  courts  to  take  jurisdiction  over  causes  of 
divorce,  or  to  the  validity  of  the  decree  which  dissolves  the 
marriage.'   Lolley's  case,  whatever  it  establishes  for  England, 


1  Hosack  Confl.  Laws,  265,  note,    ^ee  ante,  (131. 

'  Dorsey  v.  Doney,  7  Watts,  849 ;  Tolen  v.  Tolen,  2  Blackf.  407 ;  Clark  t*. 
Clark,  8  N.  H.  21 ;  Barber  v.  Root,  10  Mass.  260 ;  Hartean  v.  Hartean,  14  Pick. 
181 ;  White  v.  White,  5  N.  H.  476 ;  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  19  Ala.  499 ;  Thomp-  ^ 
son  V.  The  State,  28  Ala.  12.  It  has,  moreover,  always  been  customary  in  this  coan- 
-  try  to  take  jurisdiction  in  divorce  salts  without  any  reference  to  the  country  where 
.  the  marriage  was  contracted ;  and  this  right  has  not  been  questioned.  The  fol- 
lowing cases  are  illustrative :  Langstaff  u.  Langstaff,  Wright,  148 ;  Maguire^  v, 
Maguiro,  7  Dana,  181 ;  HesLer  v,  Hesler,  Wright,  210 ;  Hansel  v.  Hansel,  Wright, 
212  ;  Guembell  v,  Queipbell,  Wright,  226.  There  is,  however,  a  South  Carolina 
case,  in  which  Dunkin,  C,  said :  **  In  reference  to  a  South  Carolina  marriage," 
no  divorces  being  allowed  in  South  Carolina,  Vol.  I.  \  42,  it  has  been  often 
repeated,  although  never  formally  decided,  that  the  doctrine  of  Lolley's  case  is 

the  law  of  this  State The  argument  seems  irresistible,  that,  in  such  .cases, 

the  lex  loci  oontraehu,  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  marriage  is  celebrated,  fiu> 
nishes  the  just  rule  for  interpretation  of  its  obligations  and  rights,  as  it  does  in 
the  case  of  other  contracts.  It  can  only  be  dissolved  by  the  law  uifder  which  it 
was  formed,  and  by  which  both  parties  understood  it  to  be  governed."  Hull  v, 
Hull,  2  Strob.  Eq.  174, 177, 178.  And  the  same  point  has  been  since  substantially 
adjudged  in  this  State.  Duke  v,  Fulmer,  5  Rich.  £q.  121.  See.  also  Wells  v. 
Thompson,  13  Ala.  793.    And  see  Harman  v.  Harman,  1  Cal.  215. 
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is  of  a  date  too  recent  (1812)  to  have  the  force  of  authority 
here.  And  but  for  what  has  been  said  about  this  Lolley's 
case,  since-  it  xjras  decided,  we  should  be  unable  to  draw 
from  the  brief  reports  we  have  of  it  any  such  doctrine  as  it 
has  been  assumed  to  contain.  Suppose  the  judges  did  utter 
the  words  attributed  to  them  in  this  case,  they  were  words 
not  called  out  by  the  facts ;  the  facts  only  showing  a  divorce 
without  a  domicil.  And  if  all  the  foolish  talk  which  has 
been  made  by  wise  judges  while  pronouncing  their  decisions, 
and  transferred  to  the  books  of  reports,  were  held  to  be  law, 
our  law  would  present  a  chaos  wilder  and  more  confounded 
than  ever  poet  pictured,  as  having  brooded  over  and  dwelt  in 
Qur  earth,  before  God  said,  <^  Let  there  be  light" 

§  199  [761].  Sixthly.  The  doctrines  thus  laid  down  in  this 
chapter  are  not  controlled  by  the '  provision  in  the  United 
States  Constitution  against  laws  passed  by  the  States  in^ 
pairing  the  obligation  of  contracts,^  This  proposition  clearly 
results  from  viewing  marriage,  not  as  a  contract,  but  as  a 
status.  And  ^side  from  this  view,  it  was  well  observed  by 
the  late  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  that  *^  this  provision  of  the 
Constitution  never  has  been  understood  to  embrace  other 
contracts  than  those  which  respect  property,  or  some  object 
of  value,  and  confer  rights  which  may  be  asserted  in  a  court 
of  justice.  It  never  has  been  understood  to  restrict  the  gen- 
eral right  of  the  legislature  to  legislate  on  the  subject  of 
divorces.  Those  acts  enable  some  tribunal,  not  to  impair 
a  marriage  contract,  but  to  liberate  one  of  the  parties  because 
it  has  been  broken  by  the  other.  When  any  State  legisla- 
ture," he  adds,  *' shall  pass  an  act  annulling  all  marriage 
contracts,  or  allowing  either  party  to  annul  them  without 
the  consent  of  the  other,  it  will  be  time  enough  to  inquire, 
whether  such  an  act  be  constitutional."  And  in  the  same 
case  from  which*  these  observations  are  taken.  Judge  Story 
says :  ^  A  general  law  regulating  divorces  from  the  contract 
of  marriage,  like  a  law  regulating  remedies  in  other  cases  of 

1  See  Vol.  I.  \  665. 
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breacheB  of  contracts,  is  not  necesBarily  a  law  impairing  the 
obligation  of  sneh  a  contract  It  may  be  the  only  effectual 
mode  of  enforcing  the  obligations  of  the  contract,  on  both 
sides.  A  law  punishing  a  breach  of  a  contract  by  imposing 
a  forfeiture  of  the  rights  acquired  under  it,  or  dissolving  it 
because  the  mutual  obligations  were  no  longer  observed,  is  in 
no  correct  sense  a  law  impairing  the  obligations  of  the  con« 
tract"  ^  And  this  general  view  has  received  the  sanction  of 
other  judicial  authority.  The  more  solid  opinion  appears  to 
be,  that  marriage  is  not  included  at  all  in  this  constitutional 
provision.^  This  question,  in  another  aspect,  came  under  our 
review  in  the  first  volume.^ 


1  Dartmoath  College  v.  Woodward,  4  Wheat  518,  629,  695. 
•  ^  Tolen  V.  Tolen,  2  Blackf.  407 ;  Magnire  v,  Magaire,  7  Dana,  181 ;  BerChe- 
lemj  V.  Johnflon,  8  B.  Monr.  90;  Opinion  of  the  S.  J.  Court  pf  Maine,  16  Maine, 
481 ;  Starr  v.  Paue,  8  Conn.  541 ;  Jones  o.  Jonee,  2  Tenn.  2;  Bingham  v. 
Miller,  17  Ohio,  445, 447 ;  LerinB  v.  Sleator,  2  Greene,  Iowa,  604 ;  Noel  v.  Ewing, 
9  Ind.  87 ;  and  see  Leith  v.  Leith,  89  N.  H.  20. 

•  Vol.  L  ^  665.etteq. 
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THE  BIVORCB  ¥ROU    BKD   AND  BOARD   AND    THB  DBORBB  FOR 

ALIMOinr. 

§  200.  The  doctrines  considered  i/i  the  last  two  chapters 
relate  principaUy  to  the  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony. 
We  saw,  indeed,  that,  under  some  circumstances  in  which  a 
court  is  authorized,  on  general  principles  of  jurisprudence,  tp 
take  a  jurisdiction  to  decree  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  mat^ 
rimony,  it  has  not  the  jurisdiction  to  go  beyond  this  decree 
and  grant  alimony,  or  any  thing  in  the  nature  of  alimony,  or 
make  any  order  personally  binding  upon  the  opposite  party 
who  may  be  dwelling  in  another  country.^  Let  us  consider 
a  few  points  connected  with  the  general  subject  mentioned 
in  the  title  of  this  chapter;  requesting  the  reader,  that,  as  re- 
gards the  more  'full  doctrine,  he  will  consult  the  foregoing 
chapters  in  connection  with  this  one. 

§  201  [762].  We  have  already  seen,^  that,  while  the  Eng- 
lish courts  appear  to  entertain  some  views  which  to  us 
would  seem  unsound  concerning  the  indissolubility  by  a  for- 
eign sentence  of  an  English  marriage,  they  deem  the  divorce 
a  mensd  et  ihoro  to  be  grantable  by  themselves,  wherever  the 
marriage  was  celebrated.  A  fortiorij  this  is  the  American 
doctrine.  On  the  point  of  the  authority  to  take  jurisdiction 
when  the  defendant  is  domiciled  in  a  foreign  country,  and  so 
the  citation  cannot  be  served  on  him  personally, — though 
the  authority  exists  in  respect  of  divorces  dissolving  the  mar- 
riage, probably  the  rule  is  otherwise  where  the  divorce  sought 

1  Ante,  4  169, 170.  >  Ante,  §  ISO  and  note. 
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is  from  bed  and  board.  For  in  the  first  place,  the  latter  di- 
vorce from  an  absent  party  would  do  the  applicant  no  good, 
unless  by  way  of  suing  on  the  decree  in  the  foreign  country, 
to  recover  the  alimony  ordered.  In  the  foreign  country  also, 
the  decree  could  have  no  operation,  except  as  a  foundation 
for  such  a  suit,  the  whole  effect  of  which  suit  iti  to  collect 
money;  and,  if  no  jurisdiction  of  the  defendant  was  had, 
sufficient  to  sustain  a  judgment  in  a  suit  on  an  ordinary  con- 
tract, probably  the  foreign  tribunals  would  refuse  to  give  this 
judgment  any  effect  whatever.  And  it  is  presumed  this 
would  be  so  even  as  between  the  States  of  this  Union  ;  not- 
withstanding the  provision,  in  the  United  States  Constitution, 
about  the  judgments  of  the  courts  of  the  States  having  a 
binding  force  in  States  other  than  those  in  which  they  were 
rendered.^  For  it  is  familiar  doctrine,  to  the  support  of 
which  it  is  not  necessary  here  to  cite  authorities,  that,  in  an 
ordinary  personal  suit  against  a  party  for  the  recovery  of 
money  and  the  like,  if  the  defendant  has  no  legal  notice  of 
the  suit,  such  as  is  proper  for  domestic  defendants  to  receive 
in  such  actions,  and  if  he  does  not  appear  and  contest 
the  claim,  the  judgment,  though  it  may  be  rendered  under  a 
law  requiring  its  rendition,  is  not  a  judgment  binding  upon 
the  defendant,  either  on  general  principles"  of  international 
jurisprudence,  or  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
In  the  next  place,  the  divorce  a  mensd  et  ihoro  appears  prop- 
erly to  determine  no  question  of  status,  the  parties  being 
married  parties  after  the  (Hvorce  the  same  as  before ;  so  the 
government  has  no  sufficient  interest  in  this  suit,  under  these 
circumstances,  to  sustain  it  in  opposition  to  general  prin- 
ciples, as  to  jurisdiction  between  parties.  Even  the  question 
of  the  legitimacy  of  the  children,  which  is  primd  facte  affected 
by  a  divorce  of  this  kind,  seems  not  to  be  important  here ; 
for  the  fact  of  the  husband  residing  abroad  would  alone  be 
practically  the  same  in  the  courts,  on  this  question,  as  a 
divorce  from  bed  and  board.^ 


^  And  see  Vol.  L  4  693  ;  ante,  ^  169, 170. 
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§  202  [763].  But  the  suggestions  of  the  last  section  are 
based  principally  on  the  mere  reason  of  the  thing ;  for  adju- 
dication has  shed  little  light  on  the  question.  Yet  suppose, 
in  a  case  where  both  the  parties  reside  in  the  same  country, 
a  divorce  from  bed  and  board  is  regularly  pronounced,  on 
due  contestation,  in  the  proper  court  of  their  domicil,  the 
defendant  appearing  and  answering  to  the  suit,  and  after- 
ward they  remove  to  another  State  or  country, — there  is 
room  for  doubt,  what  precise  effect  even  this  divorce  will 
have  in  the  latter  locality.  And  so  in  respect  to  the  decree 
for  alimony ;  especially  upon  such  a  divorce.  If  the  tribunals 
of  the  new  domicil  can  take  notice  of  even  any  part  of  the 
foreign  decree,  as  perhaps  they  can  of  the  whole  of  it,  in 
what  form  of  proceeding  is  this  to  be  done  ?  Such  an  adju- 
dication has,  in  the  court  where  it  was  rendered,  no  more 
than  a  sort  of  interlocutory  force, — But  how,  in,  for  exatnple, 
one  of  the  United  States,  under  the  provisions  of  the  national 
Constitution,  assuming  them  to  apply  to  the  case,  is  a  decree 
for  divorce  from  bed  and  board  and  alimony,  rendered  in  a 
sister  State,  to  be  carried  into  effect  ?  It  seems  to  have  been 
assumed,  that  it  may  be,  in  some  way.^  And  in  a  late  Ala- 
bama case,  the  doctrine  was  laid  down,  that  a  decree  of 
alimony  without  divorce,  pronounced  in  South  Carolina, 
could  be  enforced  in  Alabama,  for  what  was  due,  extending 
to  the  time  a  divorce  was  declared  in  Alabama ;  not  beyond.* 
Likewise  in  Kentucky,  where  a  husband  had  obtained  in  the 
courts  a  divorce  a  vincido  from  his  wife,  and  afterward  botH 
parties  became  citizens  of  Ohio,  and  the  Ohio  tribunal  had 
given  her,  in  a  suit  which  the  man  defended,  a  portion  of  his 
estate  under  the  name  of  alimony,  it  was  held,  that  the  Ken- 
tucky courts  could  enforce  this  decree.^  But  this  decree,  the 
reader  perceives,  is  a  thing  quite  different  from  a  decree  of 
alimony  proper.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Wisconsin  court 
decided,  that  an  action  of  debt  will  not  lie  upon  a  decree  of 
divorce  from  bed  and  board  and  for  alimony,  duly  entered 


1  Borden  9.  Fitch,  15  Johns.  121.  >  Harrison  v,  Harrison,  20  Ala.  629. 

*  Bogers  v.  Rogers,  15  B.  Monr.  364. 

[177] 


§  203  THE  LOCALITY.  [BOOK  U. 

up  in  another  8tate  ;  and  the  court  proceeded  farther  to  an- 
nounce the  general  doctrine,  that  the  tribunal  rendering  the 
decree  could  alone,  in  its  own  jurisdiction,  compel  its  perform- 
ance ;  it  not  being  enforceable  in  a  sister  State.^  Whether 
the  courts  of  the  new  domicil  can  entertain  an  original  suit 
for  separation,  founded  on  the  foreign  decree,  is  a  question 
not  yet  judicially  discussed.  In  a  recent  Scotch  case  it  was 
held,  and  confirmed  on  appeal  by  the  House  of  Lords,  that  a 
divorce  from  bed  and  board  in  England,  obtained  by  the  wife 
for  the  husband's  adultery,  was  no  bar  to  her  proceeding  in 
Scotland  for  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony  on  ac- 
count of  the  same  adulterv.* 

I  203.  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  it  was 
by  a  majority  of  the  court  held,  that,  when  a  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction  in  one  of  the  States  decrees  a  divorce  a 
mensa  et  thoro  between  husband  and  wdfe,  and  then  the  hus- 
band removes  to  another  State,  she  remaining  behind,  the 
United  States  tribunal,  —  the  parties  becoming  thus  citi- 
j^ens  of  different  States,  —  will  "take,  jurisdiction  to  hear 
her  complaint  for  the  enforcement  of  the  payment  against 
the  husband,  of  the  alimony.  The  proceeding,  which  was 
sanctioned,  was  by  bill  in  equity.  Said  Wayne,  J. :  '*  The 
parties  io  a  cause  for  a  divorce  and  for  alimony  are  as  much 
bound  by  a  decree  for  both,  which  has  been  given  by  one  of 
our  State  courts  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter 
Imd  over  the  parties,  as  the  same  parties  would  be  if  the 
decree  bad  been  given  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  of  England. 
The  decree  in  both  is  a  judgment  of  record,  and  will  be 
received  as  such  by  other  courts.  And  such  a  judgment  or 
decree,  rendered  in  any  State  of  the  United  States,  the  court 
having  jurisdiction,  will  be  carried  into  judgment  in  any 
other  State,  to  have  there  the  same  binding  force  that  it  has 


^  Barber  o.  Barbor,  1  Chand.  280.  And  see  Morton  v.  Morton,  4  Cnsh.  618; 
Clark  V.  Clark,  6  Watts  &  S.  85. 

>  Geils  V.  Dickenson,  20  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  1, 16  8ootch  Sess.  Cas.  k.  b.  H.  of  L. 
28 ;  B.  c.  in  House  of  Lords,  Qeils  o.  Geils,  1  Macq.  Scotch  Ap.  Cas.  256. 
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in  the  State  in  which  it  was  originally  given.  .  For  such 
a  purpose,  both  the  equity  courts  of  the  United  States  and 
the  same  courts  of  the  States  have  jurisdiction."^  But  the 
question  of  the  effect  of  the  sentence,  where  the  jurisdiction 
is  admitted,  is  a  matter  which  will  come  up  for  discussion  in 
another  connection. 

§  204.  Where  the  question  of  the  custody  of  a  child  was 
adjudicated  in  Maryland  on  a  suit  for  divorce  brought  by  the 
husband  against  the  wife,  wherein  the  husband's  prayer  for 
a  divorce  was  allowed,  and  the  custody  was  given  to  the 
husband,  —  and  afterward,  the  husband  being  temporarily 
with  the  child  in  Massachusetts,  the  wife  attempted  by  a 
habeas  corpus  to  obtain  its  custody,  — "  Upon  this  state 
of  facts,"  says  the  report,  "  the  respondent  contended,  that, 
as  by  a  decree  of  the  court  in  Maryland,  where  he  had  his 
legal  domicil,  and  which  was  therefore  the  legal  domicil  of 
the  wife,  the  custody  of  the  child  had  been  given  to  him, 
this  court  could  not  obtain  jurisdiction  of  the  case  simply  by 
his  being  here  with  the  child  temporarily,  on  a  visit  which 
might  be  determined  at  any  moment  The  court  held,  how- 
ever, that  a  decree  of  any  tribunal  as  to  the  custody  of  a 
child  was  never  final-,  but  that  the  same  tribunal  or  any 
other  where  the  child  was  either  temporarily  or  permanently 
staying,  might  consider  the  question  upon  the  facts  then  ex- 
isting, and,  looking  at  the  welfare  of  the  child,  determine 
whether  any  and  what  change  should  be  made  in  regard  to 
its  custody."  ^  This  was  a  case  before  a  single  judge  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts,  yet  there  is  reason 
to  believe  that  the  conclusion  is  the  same  to  which  the  whole 
court  would  have  arrived ;  and  it  is  difficult  to  deny,  that  it 
should  be  accepted  as  just  Yet  doubtless,  under  most  cir- 
cumstances, the  foreign  decree  would  be  considered  as  en- 
titled, on  such  a  hearing,  to  considerable  weight 


A  Bart)6r  v.  Barber,  21  How,  XT.  S.  582,  591. 
*  Thomdike  v.  BioB»  84  L«w  Reporter,  19,  20. 
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§  205.  It  seems  to  have  been  assumed  in  England,  that, 
thoagh  the  Scotch  courts  cannot  dissolve  the  bonds  of  an 
'  English  marriage  in  cases  where  the  parties  are  not  domi- 
ciled in  Scotland,  they  may  perhaps  render  a  valid  and 
binding  sentence  of  divorce  from  bed  and  board.^  This 
proposition,  if  it  is  to  be  accepted  as  correct  in  its  applica- 
tion to  this  country,  does  not  carry  the  doctrine  so  far  as  to 
give  the  jurisdiction  where,  there  still  being  no  domicil,  the 
court  obtains  no  jurisdiction  over  either  the  person  or  the 
property  of  the  defendant.  There  may  be  reasons  why  a 
court  should  take  Jurisdiction  to  compel  a  husband  to  ali- 
ment his  wife,  though  neither  husband  nor  wife  is  domiciled, 
in  the  country,  where  the  two  are  in  the  country  for  a  tem- 
porary sojourn.  The  wife  should  not  be  left  to  starve,  or  to 
suffer  with  hunger  for  a  day,  out  of  respect  for  the  fact  that 
the  husband  has  a  foreign  domicil. 

§  206.  At  the  same  time  it  must  be  observed,  that,  upon 
general  principles  of  jurisprudence,  should  a  tribunal  under- 
take to  sentence  to  a  separation  from  bed  and  board  parties 
domiciled  abroad,  the  courts  of  their  domicil  could  give  but 
limited,  if  any,  effect  to  the  sentence.*  Yet  this  is  a  matter 
respecting  which  judicial  decision  seems  not  to  help  us ;  so 
let  us  pass  on. 

§  207.  The  locality  in  which  the  suit  to  declare  a  marriage  * ' 
void  from  the  beginning  is  to  be  instituted,  has  not  been 
much  discussed  in  the  United  States  or  in  England  ;  but  it 
seems  to  have  been  assumed,  and  it  has  been  assumed  by 
the  writer  in  the  foregoing  chapters,  that  this  suit  is  to  be 
carried  on  in  the  same  locality  as  is  the  suit  to  dissolve  the 
bond  of  a  valid  marriage.  There  can  be  little  doubt  that  this 
view  is  correct,  and  a  few  of  the  cases  referred  to  in  the  earlier 
chapters  of  this  our  present  division  of  our  subject  have  been 
cases  of  this  sort 


1  Dolphin  V.  Bobins,  7  H.  L.  Cas.  890,  414. 
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§  208.  In  the  course  of  the  foregoing  dkcussions  there  have 
.  been  developed  varioas  legal  doctrines  which  might  properly 
find  a  place  in  the  present  chapter.  Thus,  the  statutes  of  a 
State  are  to  be  interpreted  in  harmony  with  the  general  prin- 
ciples which  govern  this  department  of  our  jurisprudence ; 
and,  where  their  words  will  properly  admit  of  it,  they  are  to 
be  understood  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  wben,  and  only 
.  wh^n,  a  jurisdiction  might  be  assumed  according  to  the 
principles  of  general  law,  as  developed  in  the  foregoing 
chapters.^  But  there  are  statutes  in  some  States  which  by 
express  words  or  necessary  implication  require  a  departure 
from  these  principles.^ 

I  309  [765].  In  the  foregoing  discussions  also,  we  con- 
sidered what  was  the  proper  interpretation  of  .a  few  specific 
statutes.^  What  will  be  attempted  here  will  be  to  carry  out 
this  work  a  little  further.  Where  a  statute  made  it  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  be  an  inhabitant  of  the  State  at  the  time 
of  bringing  his  bill  for  divorce,  the  residence  mentioned  was 
construed  to  be  a  band  fide  one,  not  a  residence  temporarily 
taken  for  the  purpose  merely  of  carrying  on  the  proceedings.^ 


(( 


§  210  [765].   But  where  the  statute  provided,  that  "  no 
person  shall  be  entitled  to  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matri- 


1  Ante,  S  114 ;  Vol.  I.  4  90.  <  Ante,  \  164. 

*  Ante,  i  114, 154, 15S»  163, 178,  177,  199. 

*  Williamflon  v.  Parisien,  1  Johns.  Ch.  389 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Greene,  Iowa 
966.    And  see  Lyon  v.  Lyon,  2  Qnj,  867 ;  ante,  §  122. 
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mony,  by  virtue  of  this  act,  Who  is  not  a  citizen  of  this  State, 
and  who  has  not  resided  therein  at  least  one  whole  year  pre- 
vious t9  filing  his  or  her  petition ; "  and  the  parties  were 
citizens,  yet  the  plaintiff  wife,  at  the  time  of  instituting 
her  suit  and  for  a  period  before,  had  a  temporary  residence 
abroad,  with  the  intention  of  returning,  —  the  jurisdiction 
was  sustained.  Said  the  judge :  "  Do  the  latter  words  in- 
tend, that  the  residence  shall  be  immediately  before  filing  the 
petition  ?  We  are  of  opinion  that  they  do  not  When  the 
citizenship  is  once  established,  the  court  will  not  consider, 
where  there  is  no  intention  of  abandonment,  that  mere  ab- 
sence from  the  State  shall  be  such  abandonment.  ....  She 
has  resided  in  the  State  one  whole  year  before  filing  the 
petition,  and  against  a  citizen  we  will  not  necessarily  make 
that  year  next  before  filing  the  complaint."  ^ 

§  211  [765].  And  in  an  Iowa  case,  the  statute  of  which 
State  requires  the  petition  for  divorce  to  state,  that  the  peti- 
tioner ''has  been  for  the  last  six  months  a  resident  of  the 
State,"  the  court  held,  that  merely  abiding  personally  in  the 
State  during  the  six  months  is  not  sufficient ;  the  residence 
must  be  ihtended  by  the  petitioner  to  be  a  permanent  one, 
animo  manendi,  in  distinction  from  a  transient  sojourn.^  Prob- 
ably such  statute  should  be  interpreted  to  require  a  domicil, 
and  only  a  domicil,  as  the  matter  was  explained  in  a  previous 
chapter.^ 

§  212  [766].  The  Connecticut  statute  provides,  that,  "if 
the  petitioner  shall  have  removed  from  any  other  State  or 
nation  to  this  State,  and  shall .  not  have  steadily  resided  in 
this  State  three  years  next  before  .the  date  of  the  petition,  he 


A  Fickle  9.  Fickle,  5  Yerg.  203.  And  see  ante,  §  127.  See  Person  v.  Person,  6 
Humph.  148,  in  respect  to  the  subsequent  Tennessee  Statute  of  1835.  And  see 
McDermott's  Appeal,  8  Watts  &  S.  251. 

*  Hinds  V.  Hinds,  1  Iowa,  36,  49.  See  also  Kmse  v,  Eruse,  25  Misso.  68 ; 
Schonwald  o.  Schonwald,  2  Jones  Eq.  867;  Ashbangh  v.  Ashbangh,  17  HI. 
476. 

*  Ante§  116et8eq. 
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or  she  shall  take  nothing  by  the  petition,  unless  the  cause  of 
divorce  shaU  have  arisen  subsequent  to  his  or  her  removai  to 
this  State,^^  And  it  was  held  on  a  proceeding  for -divorce 
for  intolerable  cruelty  and  intemperance,  that,  though  the 
intemperance,  which  was  a  sufficient  cause  of  itself,  had 
continued  after  the  removal  of  the  wife  into  the  State ;  still, 
as  the  husband  had  not  come  with  her,  but  was  a  citizen 
of  another  State,  she  could  not  maintain  her  petition,  until 
she  had  remained  the  three  years  ;  the  exception  in  the 
statute  applying  only  to  cases  where  both  parties  have  be- 
come residents  of  Connecticut,  within  whose  jurisdiction  the 
offence  is  subsequently  committed.  Said  the  judge :  "  The 
legislature  surely  could  never  have  intended,  that  a  woman 
living  with  her  husband  ih  another  State  might  come  into 
this  State,  and,  by  showing  that  her  husband  has  been  habit- 
ually intemperate  or  committed  adulter^  since  she  removed 
to  this  State,  at  once  obtain  a  divorce.  Such  a  construction 
would  open  a  wide  door  for  applicants  from  abroad."  ^  This 
interpretation  is  certainly  very  strict.^ 

§213  [766  a].  In  Rhode  Island,  the  general  provision  of 
the  statute  forbidding  divorce  to  plaintiffs  who  have  not  re- 
sided a  specified  time  in  the  State,  may  be,  under  a  statute 
also,  dispensed  with  by  the  court  in  its  discretion.  Some 
principles  to  guide  this  discretion  have  been  laid  down  by 
the  tribunal ;  as,  for  instance,  in  a  late  case.  Staples,  C.  J., 
said :  The  jurisdiction  has  been  taken  without  the  specified 
residence  '4n  case  the  causes  of  divorce  occurred  in  this  State, 
or  were  causes  of  divorce  under  the  laws  of  the  State  where 
they  occurred,"  if  also  both  parties  were  domiciled  in  Rhode 
Island.  Under  other  circumstances  the  jurisdiction  had  been 
declined,  when  sought  on  a  residence  less  than  the  usual  time.^ 


1  Sawtell  V.  Sawtell,  17  Conn.  284.  See  also  Brett  v,  Brett,  5  Met  233,  a  de- 
cision which  has  become  unimportant  in  ICassachasetts,  in  oonseqnence  of  Stat. 
1843,  c.  77. 

*  And  see  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  85  N.  H.  474;  Goodwin  v.  Goodwin,  45 
Maine,  877. 

*  WilUams  v.  Williams,  3  B.  L  185.    And  see  IMtson  v.  Ditson,  4  R.  L  87. 
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§  214.  A  statute  in  Massachusetts  provides,  that,  ^'  when 
an  inhabitant  of  this  State  goes  into  another  State  or  coun- 
try to  obtain  a  divorce  for  any  cause  occurring  here,  and 
whilst  the  parties  resided  here,  or  for  any  cause  which  would 
not  authorize  a  divorce  by  the  laws  of  this  State,  a  divorce 
so  obtained  shall  be  of  no  force  or  effect  in  this  State/' ^ 
Therefore  a  divorce  obtained  in  contravention  of  the  statute 
cannot  be  set  up  in  defence  of  a  libel  which  the  other  party 
to  the  marriage  may  bring  for  a  divorce  against  the  party  so 
obtaining  the  void  foreign  divorce.  And  in  a  case  of  this 
general  complexion  it  was  observed  by  Shaw,  C.  J. :  "  The 
presumption  is  violent,  if  not  conclusive,  that  the  husband 
went  into  Indiana  in  order  to  obtain  a  divorce.  Even  if  he 
bad  other  objects  in  view,  if  this  was  one  —  and .  his  acting 
upon  it  is  strong  proof  that  it  was  —  it  would  be  within  the 
statute."*  K  the  decree  of  the  Indiana  or  other  foreign 
court  sets  forth,  that  the  applicant  for  divorce  was  a  citizen 
of  such  State,  this  will  not  avail  in  Massachusetts  to  estop 
inquiry  into  the  real  fact  And  if  the  applicant,  before  he 
went  to  Indiana,  endeavored  to  obtain  in  Massachusetts  a 
divorce  from  his  wife  and  failed,  this  fact  may  be  received  in 
evidence  a*s  tending  to  show,  that  the  removal  to  Indiana 
was  not  bond  fide^  but  had  for  its  object,  or  one  of  its  ob- 
jects, the  obtaining  of  a  divorce  there.^  Some  other  points 
will  be  considered  in  connection  with  specific  titles  further 
on  in  this  volume. 


I'Gen.  StatB.  cl07,  f  54.  >  Smith  v.  Smith,  IS  Gray,  309. 

'  Shflnnoii  v.  Shannon,  4  Allen,  184. 

[184] 


BOOK    III.. 


THE  GENERAL  PRINCIPLES  OF  THE  PROCEDURE,  EM- 
BRACING PLEADING,  PRACTICE,  AND  EVIDENCE. 


CHAPTER    XIV. 

THB  PRACTICE  OF  THE  ENGLISH.  ECCLESIASTICAL  COURTS. 

§  215.  We  have  already  seen,^  that,  in  England,  at  the  time 
when  we  received  thence  our  common  law,  divorce  caases 
were  heard  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts ;  and  that,  therefore, 
if  we  have  inherited  any  practice  as  pertaining  particularly  to 
this  class  of  suits,  it  is  the  practice  of  those  courts.  In  our 
first  volume,  there  was  a  discussion  of  the  general  question 
concerning  the  extent  to  which  the  ecclesiastical  practice  is 
binding  upon  our  tribunals  in  divorce  cases ;  and  to  that  dis- 
cussion  reference  is  here  made,  as  rendering  it  unnecessary 
to  enter  into  the  matter  here.^  What  will  be  attemptecTin 
the  present  chapter  is,  to  furnish  the  reader  with  such  an 
outline  of  the  ecclesiastical  practice  as  shall  make  palpable  to 
him  the  relevancy  of  those  discussions  which,  in  subsequent 
chapters,  will  be  drawn  out  from,  or  based  upon,  this  prac- 
tice ;  and  shall  likewise  enable  him  more  fully  to  appreciate, 
than  otherwise  he  could,  those  expositions  of  legal  doctrine 
which,  in  the  reports  of  English  divorce  cases,  are  enwoven 

1  VoL  L  §  64  and  acoompanjing  lectiona.  '  Vol.  I.  §  78-86. 
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with  allusions  to  the  coarse  of  procedure  in  the  ecclesiastical 
tribunals. 

§  216.  There  are  two  kinds  of  proceeding  know^n  in  these 
courts,  and  designated  as  the  plenary  and  the  summary.  A 
divorce  suit  is  always  carried  on  in  the  plenary  way ;  but 
there  are  collateral  matters  connected  with  such  a  suit,  and 
these  are  taken  up  summarily.  The  first  pleading  in  a 
divorce  cause  is  termed  the  libel;  but  the  pleading  which 
corresponds  to  the  libel,  is,  in  a  summary  proceeding,  termed 
the  act  on  petition ;  though  the  phrase  act  on  petition  is  also 
employed  to  denote  the .  proceeding  which  is  instituted  in 
this  way.  In  a  plenary  cause,  all  the  pleadings,  whether  of 
the  promoter  or  the  respondent,  subsequent  to  the  libel,  a^e 
denominated  allegations;  and  in  some  other  kinds  of  suits, — 
that  is,  suits  not  matrimonial,  —  the  first  pleading  even,  in- 
stead of  being  termed  a  libel,  is,  like  each  subsequent  plead- 
ing, called  an  allegation.  But  the  word  plea^  though  less 
technical  than  the  word  allegation,  is  quite  often  used,  in  the 
opinions  of  the  courts,  to  denote  the  same  thing. 

§  217.  An  answer  is  not  an  allegation ;  it  is  not  a  plea ;  it 
does  not  belong,  in  any  way,  to  the  pleadings.  It  —  that  is, 
the  personal  answer,  which  is  the  common  case — is  the 
response  which  the  party,  whether  promoter  or  respondent, 
makes,  under  oath,  to  the  allegation  (here  using  the  word 
allegation  to  denote  as  well  the  libel  as  the  subsequent 
(headings)  of  the  opposite  party.  It  is  quite  important  to 
remember  the  meaning  of  the  term  answer ;  as  otherwise  the 
reader,  who  is  familiar  with  equity  proceedings,  might  be  led 
into  misapprehension.^ 

§218.  It  is  said  by  Mr.  Law,  whose  work  is  mainly  a 
translation  of  the  first  part  of  Oughton,  that  each  of  the  par* 
ties  is  entitled  to  put  in  three  successive  allegations,  but  no 
more,**""  each  dupporting  and  strengthening  the  preceding." 

1  And  BMy  on  this  matter,  Moigan  o.  Hopkins,  S  Phillim.  582 ;  po«t,  §  281. 
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And  be  adds :  *'  The  promovant,  having  received  light  from 
the  pleading  of  the  impugnant,  amends  his  bill,  to  use  a 
phrase  familiar  to  the  equity  lawyer,  that  is,  he  files  a  second 
allegation  (for  this  part  of  the  proceeding  may  be  inore 
justly  compared  to  those  in  the  equity  courts  than  in  those 
of  law),  and  in  the  same  manner  he  may  file  a  third;  but 
he  can  go  no  further."  In  like  manner,  ''  the  defendant  or 
impugnant  has  also  a  right  to  put  in  three  defensive  plead- 
ings." ^ 

§  219.  There  seems  to  be  some  confusion  in  such  of  the 
English  books  as  the  writer  has  consulted ,  as  to  the  exact 
meaning  of  the  term  corUesttUionj  and  the  practice  of  the 
courts  relating  thereto.  Yet  it  seems  to  be  a  sort  of  joinder  in 
issue,  but  not  exactly  thai,  since  it  takes  place  before  the  full 
issue,  in  the  common  law  sense,  is  made  up.  '^  Contestation 
of  suit  is  the  foundation  and  corner-stone  of  every  plenary 
ecclesiastical  cause,  without  which  all  the  proceedings  are 
nulL"  "  Contestation  immediately  causes  the  proctors  on 
both  sides  to  become  lords  of  the  controversy,  or  masters  of 
the  suit"  ^'  Contestation  of  a  suit  cannot  take  place  unless 
the  plaintiff,  or  his  proctor,  is  present  in  court"  '<  The 
plaintiff,  or  rather  the  proctor  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the  day  as- 
signed for  the  defendant's  answer  to  the  libel,  should  say, 
in  presence  of  the  said  defendant  or  his  proctor,  '  I  pray  an 
answer  to  the  libel,  according  to  the  terms  of  your  assig- 
nation.' Then  the  defendant,  if  he  does  not  wish  to  contest 
suit  negatively,  should  confess  the  libel,  by  answering  affirm- 
atively, and  submitting  to  the  judge,  and  tendering  payment 
of  the  taxed  costs.  If,  however,  the  defendant  intends  to 
contest  suit  negatively,  he  must  make  the  following  decla- 
ration :  <  Protesting  against  the  libel,  for  its  tod  great  gener- 
ality, inapplicability,  obscurity,  nullity,  and  erroneous  repre- 
sentations, I  answer,  that  the  statements,  as  contained  in  the 
said  libel,  are  not  true,  and  therefore  that  the  prayer  of  the 

said  libel  should  not  be  granted.     Xnd  therefore  I  contest 

• —  "  ■  -  ^' 

1  Law's  Formi,  179, 180. 
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salt  negatively.' "  ^  It  is  not  necessary  to  copy  more  from 
the  books  on  this  point ;  but  the  reader  will  be  interested  to 
look  into  the  work  whence  these  extracts  are  taken,  and 
read  on  from  the  place  where  they  leave  off.  Undoubtedly 
the  modern  usages  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  have  more  or 
less  changed  the  actual  course  of  things,  as  relates  to  this 
matter. 

§  220.  When  a  libel  or  any  other  allegation  has  been  pre- 
sented, it  is  open  to  the  other  party  to  object  to  its  admission ; 
the  objection  is  a  sort  of  demurrer  (to  use  a  word  familiar  in 
common  law  and  equity  proceedings)  to  the  allegation.  The 
court  may  either  reject  the  allegation  altogether,  or  order  it 
to  be  reformed ;  or,  of  course,  on  the  other  hand,  admit  it 

§  221.  At  a  proper  time  after  an  allegation  is  admitted, 
the  personal  answer  of  the  opposite  party  having  been  taken, 
and  '^  a  term  probalory^  or  period  of  proof,"  having  been  as- 
signed by  the  court,  within  which  period  the  party  '<  is  bound 
to  procure  all  his  evidence,  unless  cause  can  be  satisfactorily 
shown  for  renewing  the  term,"  — "  the  proctor  whose  plea  is 
to  be  substantiated,  produces  his  witnesses,  in  succession, 
before  a  surrogate,  who  administers  the  customary  oath  to 
each  witness,  and  monishes  him  to  attend  to  undergo  his 
examination  whenever  he  shall  be  required  for  such  purpose. 
This  is  done  in  the  presence  of  the  other  proctor."^  The 
testimony  is  taken  in  private  before  an  officer  of  the  court 
ca]led«  an  examiner^  and  by  him  reduced  to  writing.  The 
court  has  several  of  these  officers,  but  they  are  sworn,  and 
the  party  selects  the  one  he  chooses.  The  mode  of  taking 
the  testimony  is  for  the  examiner  to  have  before  him  the 
allegation  (be  it  the  libel  or  a  subsequent  allegation)  to  sub- 
stantiate which  the  witness  is  produced,  and  to  put  orally  to 
the  writness  such  questions  as  he  deems  adapted  to  draw  out 
the  truth,  respecting  each  matter  alleged,  then  to  write  down 
what  the  witness  says.     The  party  who  thus  produces  the 


1  Law'B  FonnB,  17S-175.  '  Cooto  Be.  Pnct  779. 
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witness  to  substantiate  the  allegation,  does  not  also  present 
written  interrogatories;  but  the  articles  of  the  allegation 
used  by  the  examiner  as  just  explained,  stand  in  the  stead 
of  interrogatories.  The  other  party,  however,  prepares,  if 
he  chooses,  written  interrogatories,  which  are  put  by  the  ex- 
aminer to  the  witness. 

§  222.  It  would  appear  that  each  allegation  (reckoning  the 
libel  as  one  of  the  allegations),  on  the  one  side  and  on  the 
other,  has  its  term  probatory,  and  its  course  of  proofs  gen- 
erally, the  same  as  though  it  alone  constituted  the  whole 
case.  It  is  not  necessary,  therefore,  in  these  courts,  that  the 
pleadings  shall  be  finished,  before  testimony  on  the  earlier 
pleadings  is  taken. 

§  223.  Besides  the  regular  allegations  in  contestation  of 
the  main  matter,  there  may  be  ancillary  allegations;  as,  for 
example,  in  a  divorce  suit,  the  allegation  of  faculties,  wherein 
the  faculties,  or  property  and  income,  of  the  husband,  are 
set  out.  There  may  be  also,  as  before  explained,  the  act  on 
petition,  and  the  proceedings  consequent  upon  it.  But  it  is 
deemed  that  these  sections  will  suffice  to  give  the  reader  a 
general  idea  of  the  course  of  a  cause  in  these  courts,  and 
the  meaning  of  the  leading  terms  employed.  Where  any 
thing  more  of  explanation  in  required,  it  will  be  found  in  its 
appropriate  place  in  subsequent  chapters.  This  sketch  is 
not  made  to  assist  practitioners  in  those  courts,  but  to  ep- 
lighten  American  readers,  and  practitioners  in  other  tribu- 
nals. It  is  believed  to  be  substantially  accurate  as  an  out- 
line ;  the  filling  up  of  which,  together  with  a  full  collection 
of  the  authorities  bearing  on  the  several  points,  would  occupy 
too  much  of  our  space.  ' 


CHAPTER    XV. 

A   GBNERAL  YIBW  OF  THB  DIVOROB  SUIT. 

Sbot.  234.  Introdnotion. 

826-289.  The  different  Kinds  of  Divorce  explained. 

880-861.  The  Bale  of  consolting  the  Public  Interest. 

868,868.  The  Issues  in  the  Divorce  Snit 

864-861.  The  Conrse  of  Procedare  hi  Ontline. 
868-876.  •  The  Evidence  of  Mairiage  m  this  Salt. 

877-388.  Prooft  and  Witnesses. 

§  224.  It  is  proposed,  in  this  chapter,  not  only  to  give  an 
outline  of  the  proceeding  whereby  a  divorce  is  obtained, 
but  to  fill  ap  also  the  outline,  except  as  respects  several 
specific  things  which  will  severally  furnish  subjects  for  suc- 
cessive chapters  to  be  inserted  further  on.  The  matter  of 
this  chapter  will  be  divided  as  follows :  L  The  different 
Kinds  of  Divorce  explained ;  II.  The  Rule  of  consulting  the 
Public  Interest ;  IIL  The  Issues  in  the  Divorce  Suit ;  IV. 
The  Course  of  Procedure,  in  Outline,  whereby  the  Issues 
are  evolved  and  tried ;  V.  The  Evidence  of  Marriage  in  this 
Suit ;  VL  Proofs  and  Witnesses. 


L    The  different  Kinds  of  Divorce  explained, 

§  225  [292].  Divorce  is  the  dissolution  or  partial  suspen* 
fiion,  ];>y  law,  of  the  marriage  relation ;  the  dissolution  being  . 

termed  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  or,  in  the  Latin  T 

form  of  the  expression,  a  vinculo  matrimonii  ;  the  suspension, 
divorce  from  bed  and  board,  a  mensd  ei  thoro.     The  former 
divorce  puts  an  end  to  the  marriage ;  the  latter,  leaves  it  in 
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full  force.^  The  term  divorce  is  BOtnetimes  also  applied  to  a 
sentence  of  nullity,  which  declares- the  marriage  to  have 
been  void  from  the  beginning.*  The  propriety  of  so  applying 
it,  where  the  marriage  is  void,  is  perhaps  questionable ;  but 
properly  it  designates  the  annulling  of  a  voidable  marriage ; 
the  reason  of  the  distinction  being,  that  the  latter  has  a  legal 
existence  until  sentence  passed,  while  the  former  has  not 
We  therefore  speak  of  impotence  as  a  ground  of  divorce; 
and  Blackstone  says,  the  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii  must 
be  for  some  of  the  canonical  causes  or  impediments.^  But 
with  equal  propriety  we  use  the  expression,  sentence,  or 
decree,  of  nullity  to  designate  the  legal  avoiding  of  a  void- 
able marriage ;  and  it  seems  more  significant  and  less  liable 
to  be  misunderstood  than  the  other,  and  somewhat  better  to 
accord  with  modern  usage.^  So  a  divorce  a  mensd  el  thoro 
is  sometimes  called  a  separation,^  and  the  proceeding  to 
obtain  it,  a  suit  for  separation ;  leaving  the  term  divorce  to 
be  applied  only  to  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  for  causes 
which  arose  subsequently  to  its  celebration.  In  England,  a 
change  of  terms  has  been  effected  by  Stat.  20  &  21  Vict* 
c  85,  §  7,  which  provides,  that  '^no  decree  shall  hereafter 
be  made  for  a  divorce  a  mensd  el  thoro;  but,  in  all  cases 
in  which  a  decree  for  a  divorce  a  mensd  ei  thoro  might 
now  be  pronounced,  the  court  may. pronounce  a  decree  for 
a  Judicial  Separation,  whioh  shall  have  the  same  force  and 
the  same  consequences  as  a  divorce  a  mensd  el  thoro  now 
has." 


A  Clark  r.  Clark,  6  Watts  &  S.  85  ;  2  Bom  Eo.  Law,  Phillim.  ed.  501  L 
-^  And  see  Vol.  I.  S  137. 

*  1  Bl.  Com.  440.  It  is  said,  however,  that  "  the  ciyil  and  canonical  disabili- 
ties, which  render  the  marriage  contract  either  void  or  voidable,  are  grounds  of 
separation  for  nullity  of  marriage,  but  not,  correctly  speaking,  for  a  divorce" 
Shelford  Mar.  &  Div.  365 ;  Godol.  Ab.  500. 

*  See  Rogers  Ec.  Law,  art.  Divoroe ;  Wadd.  Dig.  ib. ;  Shelford  Mar.  &  Div. 
ISa,  365 ;  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel.  709. 

^  See  the  New  York  Beports  generally.  This  is  also  the  modem  Scotch  term  ; 
and  the  phrase  "  divorce  a  merud  et  thoro  **  has  entirely  fallen  into  disuse  in  Scot- 
land.  •  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel.  645,  note. 
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§  226  [393].  These  divorces  and  separations,  though 
granted  sometimes  by.  legislative  action,  as  was  shown  in 
the  first  volume,^  are  usually  in  this  country,  and  indeed 
everywhere,  matter  of  judicial  investigation  and  sentence. 
As  such,  we  are  now  considering  them. 

§  227  [294].  In  some  of  our  States,  the  divorce  for  certain 
of  the  causes  may  be  either  from  bed  and  board,  or  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony,  at  the  election  of  the  party  applying  for 
it.^  In  one  or  two  other  States,  the  former  species  of  divorce 
is  in  some  circumstances  preliminary  to  the  latter.^  In  North 
Carolina,  the  divorce  for  certain  of  the  causes  is  to  be  either  * 
from  bed  and  board,  or  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  courts  So  also  in  Tennessee,^  and  in  Cali- 
fornia.^ This  discretion  is  construed  to  be,  not  an  arbitrary, 
but  a  sound  and  judicial  one,  founded  on  some  reasonable 
and  fixed  principles..  In  one  case  it  was  intimated,  as  the 
rule  of  distinction,  that,  "  although  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro 
may  be  allowed  in  some  instances  to  a  person  who  is  not  en- 
tirely impeccable,  who  maynot  have  been  exemplary  in  all  the 
attentions  and  stipulated  offices  assumed  in  contracting  this 
relation,  yet  the  policy  of  the  law,  the  interest  of  the  off* 
spring,  the  tranquillity  and  happiness  of  families,  in  general, 
forbid  the  dissolution  of  marriage  at  the  suit  of  a  person  to 
whom  default  in  any  pf  the  essential  duties  of  married  life 
can  be  fairly  imputed ; "  ^  and  a  like  doctrine  was  laid  down 
in  California.^  Generally  in  the  United  States  the  statute 
determines,  whether  the  divorce  shall  be  from  bed  and  board, 
or  from  the  bond  of  matrimony. 


1  Vol.  I.  i  660  et  seq. 

>  Smith  V.  Smith,  3  8.  &  R.  248;  Light  o.  Light,  1  Watts,  S63 ;  Coverdill  o. 
CorerdiU,  3  Earring.  Del.  13 ;  Ledoox  v.  Her  Husband,  10  La.  An.  663. 

'  Sayoie  v.  Ignogoso,  7  La.  281 ;  Ledoox  v.  Her  Husband,  supra. 

«  Collier  o.  Collier,  1  Dey.  £q.  352 ;  Whittington  v.  Whittington,  2  Dey.  ^ 
Bat.  64 ;  Moss  v.  Moss,  2  Ire.  55. 

fi  Rntledge  v.  Rntledge,  5  Sneed,  554.  ^  Conant  p.  Conaat,  10  Cal.  249. 

7  VHiittington  v«  Whittington,  snpia;  8.  p.  Moss  p.  Moss,  supra.  See  also 
Rudedge  p.  Rntledge,  5  Sneed,  554;  Backholts  v,  Bnckholts,  24  Qa.  238. 

^  Conant  v,  Conant,  supra,  257,  258. 
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§  228  [295].  In  the  ecclesiastical  law,  the  diirorce  from 
bed  and  board  may,  it  is  said,  b^  either  for  a  time  or  without 
limitation  of  time;^  bat,  however  this  may  be,  the  estab* 
lished  form  of  sentence  separates  the  parties  '^  until  they 
shall  be  reconciled  to  each  other."  ^  Occasionally  in  the 
United  States,  a  statute  has  expressly  authorized  the  courts 
to  make  the  separation  perpetual,  or  for  a  limited  period,  in 
their  discretion.  Chancellor  Kent,  construing  such  a  statute 
in  New  York,  decided,  on  a  review  of  the  general  policy  and 
reason  of  the  law,  that,  as  a  general  rule,  the  decree  should 
be  for  a  perpetual  separation,  with  a  proviso  allowing  the 
parties  at  any  time  thereafter,  by  their  mutually  free  and 
voluntary  act,  to  apply  for  leave  to  be  discharged  from  the 
decree.^  But  we  shall  discuss  the  effect  of  a  sentence  of 
separation  in  subsequent  pages ;  and  we  shall  there  see,  that 
a  reconciliation,  though  out  of  court,  does  de  facto  put  an 
end  to  this  species  of  divorce. 

§  229  [296].  Though  divorces  from  bed  and  board  and 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony  are  different  in  their  effects, 
the  legal  principles  governing  the  proceeding,  down  to  the 
time  of  pronouncing  the  decree  or  sentence  of  divorce,  are 
usually  the  sam^:  so  we  may  conveniently  discuss  them 
together,  till  we  come  to  the  point  of  divergence.  The  suit 
for  nullity,  also,  is  substanti^ly  included  in  this  proposition ; 
though  some  special  observations  in  relation  to  it,  will  occur 
in  our  next  chapter. 


II.     ITiB  Rule  of  cofisutting  the  Public  bUeresU 

§  230  [297].   It  has  been  sufficiently  shown,  in  the  fore* 
going  pages,  that,  not  only  the  parties,  but  the  public  also, 


A  2  Bum  Ec.  Law,  Phillim.  ed.  501/;  A7I.  Panr.  225;  Barxere  9.  Ban6ra, 
4  Johns.  Ch.  187. 

'  Foynter  Mar.  &  Dit.  182,  note;  Cooto  Ec.  PracL  847;  ConaBt,  279;  Ongh- 
ton,  tit.  215. 

*  Barren  9.  Barrere,  4  Johns.  Ch.  187.  See  Bedell  9.  Bedell,  1  Johns.  Ch.  604 ; 
VOL.  II.  17  [  1^3  ] 
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have  an  interest  in  marriage  and  in  its  dissolution.  Grow- 
ing out  of  this  twofold  interest,  we  have  the  doctrine, 
running  through  all  matrimonial  suits,  and  bringing  into 
subserviency  all  other  law  on  the  subject,  that  the  proceed- 
ing, though  upon  its  face  a  controversy  between  the  parties 
of  record  only,  is,  in  fact,  a  triangular  suit,  sui  generis^  the 
government,  or  public,  occupying  the  position  of  a  third  par- 
ty,^ without  counsel,  it  being  the  duty  of  the  court  to  protect 
its  interests.  Indeed  .the  States  of  Kentucky^  and  Indiana^ 
do,  or  at  some  period  did,  provide  counsel  for  this  third 
party  ;  since  a  statute  there  has  made  it  the  duty  of  the  pub- 
lic prosecuting  ojfficer  to  oppose  all  suits  for  divorce.  So  in 
Scotland,  the  procurator-fiscal  used  to  look  after  the  interests 
of  the  public  in  every  divorce  cause,  though  both  of  the  par- 
ties are  likewise  represented  by  counsel/  Now  by  the  recent 
statute  of  24  and  25  Vict.  c.  86,  §  8,  it  is  provided  for  Scot- 
land, that  ^<  it  shall  be  competent  to  the  Lord  Advocate  to 
enter  appearance  as  a  party  in  any  action  of  declarator  of 
nullity  of  marriage  or  of  divorce ;  and  it  shall  be  competent 
to  him  to  lead  such  proof  and  maintain  such  pleas  as  he 
may  consider  warranted  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case ; 
and  the  court  shall,  whenever  they  consider  it  necessary  for 
the  proper  disposal  of  any  action  of  declarator  of  nullity 
of  marriage  or  of  divorce,  direct  that  it  be  laid  before  the 
Lord  Advocate,  in  order  that  he  may  determine  whether  he 
should  enter  appearance  therein ;  and  expenses  shall  not  be 


Clatch  9.  Clutch,  Saxton,  474  (the  New  Jenej  statute  authorizing  either  form) ; 
Ghraecen  v.  Graeoen,  1  Green  Ch.  459 ;  Colee  v.  Colee,  2  Md  Ch.  341. 

1  Whittington  r.  Whittington,  2  Dey.  &  Bat  64.  And  see  Berthelemy  v.  John- 
son, 3  B.  Monr.  90 ;  Opinion  of  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court,  16  Maine,  481.  "  In 
this  State;"  says  the  editor  of  McCord's  South  Carolina  Statutes  at  Large,  vol.  2, 
p.  733,  "  marriage  is  a  civil  contract,  of  mutual  partnership  and  personal  cohabita- 
tion during  life,  under  the  provisions  of  laws  passed  on  this  subject.  The  parties 
are  the  man,  the  woman,  and  the  State.  The  State  is  interested,  her  interest  being 
that  the  contract  shall  be  fulfilled  beneficially  to  the  progeny,  of  whom  the  fiiture 
dtiiens  are  to  be  composed."  For  other  definitions  of  marriages,  see  Vol.  I,  f  8 
et  seq. 

s  Stat,  of  Jan.  81, 1809,  f  6.    1  Morehead  &  Brown's  Dig.  123. 

*  Revised  Statutes  of  1843,  c.  85,  f  69;  Green  v.  Green,  7  Ind.  113. 

•  Ferg.  863,  378,  8  Bng.  Be.  482,  488 ;  Tovey  o.  Lindsay,  1  Dow,  117, 134.  139. 
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claimable  by  or  againnt  the  Lord  Advocate  with  reference  to 
snch  cases."  It  appears  to  the  writer,  that  this  provision  is 
a  simple  and  useful  one,  and  not  unworthy  to  be  adopted  in 
our  own  country.  We  have  already  seen,^  that,  in  England, 
the  Queen's  Proctor  may  in  some  circumstances  intervene. 

§  231  [297].  The  reason  of  this  peculiarity,  we  have  just 
said,  is,  that  society,  or  the  public,  of  the  government,  as  we 
may  choose  to  express  it^  has,  in  fact,  an  interest  in  every 
marriage.^  So  are  the  children,  born  or  en  ventre  sa  mere, 
peculiarly  interested  in  the  marriage ;  and,  as  they  cannot 
protect  themselves,  the  government,  represented  for  this  pur- 
pose by  the  judge,  is  bound  to  protect  them.  Particularly  is 
this  so  in  suits  for  nullity,  ^hich  have  the  effect,  when  sue- 
cessful,  to  make  or  declare,  as  the  case  may  be,  the  children 
illegitimate.^  Establishing,  therefore,  the  justice  of  an  ap- 
plication for  divorce,  not  merely  as  between  the  parties  of 
record,  but  as  between  them  and  the  community,  including 
those  individuals  who  are  specially  interested  yet  not  before 
the  court,  is  what  is  frequently  termed,  in  these  cases,  satis- 
fying the  conscience  of  the  court. 

§  232  [298].  These  considerations  will  assist  us  in  answer- 
ing the  question,  frequently  discussed,  whether  the  suit  for 
divorce  is  a  civil  or  a  criminal  proceeding.  In  England,  the 
suit  for  divorce  a  mensd  et  thoro  wsts  always  civil  in  form ;  * 
but  the  ecclesiastical   courts  would   pronounce  a  sentence 


1  Ante,  i  dS.     - 

s  Vol.  I,  i  84 ;  Campbell'B  case,  S  Bhwd,  209,  335 ;  Gould  v,  Gould,  2  Aikens, 
1 80.  "  Marriage,"  says  Lord  Stowell,  "  is  a  contract  formed  with  a  view,  not  onlj 
to  the  benefit  of  the  parties  themseWes,  but  to  the  benefit  of  third  parties ;  to  the 
benefit  of  their  common  offspring,  and  to  the  moral  order  of  dvil  society.  Thero 
are  undoubtedly  cases  for  which  a  separation  is  proTided ;  but  it  is  lawfully  decreed 
by  public  authority,  and  for  reasons  which  the  public  wisdom  approyes."  Eyans 
V.  Eyans,  I  Hag.  Con.  35,  4  Eng.  Be  310,  349.  See  also  McCord's  South  Caro- 
lina Statutes  at  Large,  Vol.  2,  p.  733  nt  supra. 

*  Wright  V.  Elwood,  1  Curt.  Ec.  662,  666.  And  see  Cross  o.  Cross,  3  Paige, 
139  ;  post,  \  294. 

«  Ayl.  Paror.  44. 
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of  niillity,  not  only  when  applied  to  in  *  the  ciyil  suit  for 
that  purpose,  bnt  likewise  in  the  criminal  prosecution,  as  for 
incest.^  In  the  latter  proceeding,  it  was  not  essential,  but 
customary,  to  specify  the  matter  of  nullity  in  the  citation.* 

I  233  [299].  In  the  United  States,  suits  for  divorce,  nul- 
lity, and  separation,  are  always  in  the  civil  form.  Still  a 
learned  judge  has  said,  that  ^  regulations  on  the  subject  of 
marriage  and  divorce  are  rather  parts  of  the  criminal  than 
of  the  civil  code ;  and  apply,  not  so  much  to  the  contract  be- 
tween the  individuals,  as  to  the  personal  relations  resulting 
from  it,  to  the  relative  duties  of  the  parties,  and  to  their 
standing  and  conduct  in  the  society  of  which  they  are  mem- 
bers ;  and  these  are  regulated  with  a  principal  view  to  the 
public  order  and  economy,  the  promotion  of  good  morals, 
and  the  happiness  of  the  community."^  On  the  other  h^nd 
it  has  been  contended,  that  this  remedy  is  purely  a  civil  one  ; 
and  a  high  authority  has  well  observed,  that  a  divorce  suit 
is  a  private  prosecution,  under  the  control  of  the  party  ag- 
grieved, who  may  avail  himself  of  it,  or  bar  himself  by  his 
own  act.* 

§  234  [300].  Now  it  is  clear,  that  a  suit  for  divorce,  even 
where  alimony  is  sought,  is  not  an  action  upon  the  contract 
of  marriage.  It  is  rather  an  action  sounding  in  tort,  for  the 
redress  of  a  .private  wrong.^  Sometimes  it  is  followed  by  a 
consequence  partly  penal ;  as  where  the  guilty  one  is  prohib- 


^  Bnigess  p.  Bnigess,  1  Hag.  Con.  884 ;  Vol.  I.  f  110 ;  Shelford  Mar.  &  DIt. 
175-184. 

*  Chickv.  Banifdale,  1  Curt.  Be.  34;  Blackmore  v.  Brider,  a  Phillim.  359; 
Cleayer  v.  Woodbridge,  dted  lb.  862. 

'  *  Sewall,  J.,  in  Barber  r.  Root,  10  Mam.  260,  265 ;  Dorse^  v.  Donej,  7  Watts, 
349 ;  Garrat  v.  Garrat,  4  Yeates,  244 ;  Dickinson  v.  Dickinson,  3  Morph.  827. 
And  see  O'Bryan  v,  O'Bryan,  13  Misso.  16,  21. 

«  Chancellor  Kent,  2  Kent.  Com.  100;  Claik  v.  Claik,  10  N.  H.  380,  389; 
Hamphroj  v.  Hamphrey,  7  Conn.  116;  Delliber  v.  Delliber,  9  Conn.  233 ;  West- 
brook  V.  Westbrook,  2  Greene,  Iowa,  598 ;  Hemm  v.  Herron,  16  Ind.  129 ;  Gilbert 
0.  Thomas,  3  Kelly,  575. 

•  See  Vol.  I,  i  15. 
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ited  by  law  from  entering  into  a  second  marriage,  during  the 
life  of  the  innocent  one  ;  ^  bat  this  does  not  necessarily  make 
the  proceeding  criminal.'  Nor  has  any  person  ever  supposed, 
that  a  sentence  of  divorce  for  adultery  would  bar  an  indict- 
ment for  the  same  adultery,  in  States  where  this  offence  is 
punishable  criminally,  as  perhaps  it  must  be  held  to  do  if  the 
divorce  suit  Is  strictly  criminal.  Neither  is  it  any  defence  to  a 
proceeding  for  divorce,  that  the  facts  charged  are  punishable 
as  crime.^  We  may  therefore  regard  the  divorce  suit  as  a 
civil  one,  between  three  distinct  parties,  —  the  government, 
the  plaintiff  of  record,  the  defendant  of  record.  What  the 
government  does,  is,  first,  to  protect  the  rights  of  persons  not 
before  the  court,  but  liable  to  be  affected  by  the  decree  or 
sentence ;  secondly,  to  guard  the  interest  of  the  public  as  to 
its  morals  ;  and,  thirdly  and  chiefly,  to  see  that  the  status  of 
its  subjects,  who  are  the  parties  of  recx>rd,  and  sometimes 
their  children,  is  properly  determined  or  established.  But 
the  government' has  no  interest,  which  it  desires  to  enforce, 
to  compel  the  plaintiff  of  record  either  to  bring  the  suit,'  or 
to  prosecute  it  when  brought ;  wherefore  the'  plaintiff  may 
discontinue  it,  or  bar  his  right,  at  pleasure.^  It  is  a  civil, 
triangular  action  of  tort,  in  its  whole  -character  sui  generisfi 


^  Dickson  v.  Dicluon,  1  Yerg.  110 ;  Vol.  I,  i  304  et  seq. 

*  Clark  o.  Claik,  10  N.  H.  380,  390 ;  Woart  o.  Winnick,  3  N.  H.  473,  481 . 

*  Nash  V.  Nash,  1  Hag.  Con.  140,  4  Eng.  Be.  357. 

*  A  party  however  cannot  bar  his  own  right  in  a  way  to  conflict  with  public  poli- 
cy. Therefore,  as  separations  by  mntoal  agreement  are  against  public  policy,  sach 
a  separation  cannot  cnt  off  the  privilege  of  either  party  to  maintain,  in  England,  a 
ioit  for  the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights ;  even  thongh  the  articles  of  separation 
contain  an  express  covenant  not  to  institute  this  proceeding.  Westmeath  v.  West> 
meath,  2  Hag.  £c.  Supp.  1,  115,  4  Eng.  £c.  238,  291 ;  Mortimer  v.  Mortimer,  2 
Hag.  Con.  310,  4  Eng.  Ec.  543,  547. 

*  Mr.  Fraser,  after  reviewing  various  opinions  upon  the  question,  whether  the 
snit  for  divorce  is  dvil  or  criminal,  says :  **  The  proper  view  to  take  of  the  objec- 
tions to  the  right  of  divorce  seems  to  have  been  held  to  be,  to  regard  them  not  as 
arising  from  the  will  or  consent  of  the  parties,  but  as  forming  part  of  the  public 
law  of  the  country,  established  for  the  general  good  of  the  community ;  and,  there- 
fon,  not  subject  to  the  compacts,  express  or  implied,  which  are  entered  into  by 
individuals."  1  Fras.  pom.  Rel.  665.  And  see  Feig.  note  (F),  p.  381,  3  Eng. 
Ec  493 ;  Feig.  p.  305,  806,  317,  3  Eng.  Ec.  448,  455 ;  Lord  Brougham,  in  War- 

17  •  [197] 
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§  235  [301].  From  these  principles  it  follows,  that  no  de« 
cree  of  nullity,  or  of  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  or  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony,  can  be  entered  by  the  court  upon  the 
mere  consent  or  agreejnent  of  the  parties  of  record  ;  because 
they  cannot  bind  the  public.  There  must  be  a  complaint  in 
due  form,  for  a  cause  authorized  by  law,  supported  by  due 
proof.  A  default  does  not,  as  in  other  suits,  supersede  the 
necessity  of  proof,  or  lighten  the  burden  of  the  plaintiff  in 
establishing  his  allegations,^  The  court  will  not  even  sus- 
tain an  agreement  concerning  the  incidental  matter  of  ali- 
mony, made  by  the  parties  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings, 
until  it  is  found,  on  inquiry,  to  be  fair  and  equitable.^  Yet 
in  respect  to  all  those  questions  in  which  the  public  has  no 
interest,  arising  in  the  course  of  a  divorce  suit,  the  parties 
may  conduct  their  cause  as  they  would  any  other.  Thus, 
they  may,  by  agreement,  discontinue  the  suit^  And  where 
the  wife  is  authorized  by  statute  td  maintain  the  suit  in  her 
own  name  as  a  feme  soUy  she  can  compromise  or  settle  it, 
even  against  the  objection  of  her  solicitor  who  has  not  re- 
ceived  his  fees.  But  the  court  will  look  into  such  a  case  so 
far  as  to  see,  that  she  has  not  been  overreached  or  imposed 
upon  by  her  husband."^ 

§  236  [302].  Still,  though  a  defendant  of  record  cannot 
by  his  act  bind  the  public,  yet  his  default,  acknowledgment. 


render  o,  Wanender^  S  CI.  &  F.  488,  637 ;  Lord  Stowell,  ia  Etsxib  o,  ETans,  1 
Hag.  Con.  35,  note,  4  £ng.  Ec.  310,  338. 

^  Palmer  v.  Palmer,  1  Paige,  276 ;  Van  Veghten  v.  Von  Veghten,  4  Johna.  Ch. 
501 ;  Williamson  v.  Williamson,  1  Johns.  Ch.  488 ;  Graves  v.  Graree,  2  Paige, 
62;  Barry  r.  Barry,  Hopkins,  118;  Mansfield  v,  Mansfield,  Wright,  284;  Smith 
V,  Smith,  Wright,  643;  Hanks  o.  Hanks,  3  Edw.  Ch.  469  ;  Robinson  v.  Bobin- 
son,  1  Barb.  27  ;  Welch  v,  Welch,  16  Ark.  527. 

^  Daggett  0.  Daggett,  5  Paige,  509.  And  see  Wallingsford  r.  Wallingsford,  6 
Har.  &  J.  485;  Threewits  v.  Threewits,  4  Des.  560  ;  Hooper  v.  Hooper,  1  Swab. 
&  T.  602. 

>  Ante,  f  234. 

*  Eirby  v.  Kirby,  1  Paige,  565.    Under  the  present  law  of  New  Yotrk,  the  issne 
joined  in  a  divorce  suit  may,  by  agreement  of  the  parties  and  order  of  the  oonrt,  b« 
referred  to  a  referee.    Anonymous,  5  How.  N.  Y.  Pract.  306.    An  agreement  by 
opnnsel  to  ocMnpromise  not  racogniied,  Hayward  v.  Hayward,  1  Swab.  &  T.  833. 
[198] 
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or  consent  for  judgment,  does  settle  the  caose  as  against  him, 
BO  that  he  cannot  complain  of  any  disposition  the  court  may 
lawfully  make  of  it  afterward.  As  between  him  and  the 
plaintiff,  the  charges  are  to  be  taken  as  true.  Thus  the  de- 
fendant will  not  be  entitled  to  costs,  on  the  dismissal  of  the 
suit  under  such  circumstances.  Neither,  being  the  wife,  can 
she  have  alimony  pendente  lite.  Yet  it  was  held,  that,  after  a 
bill  —  the  proceeding  being  in  equity — was  taken  for  con- 
fessed, and  referred  to  a  master  for  proofs,  the  defendant 
wife  might  appear  before  the  master,  and  cross-examine  the 
plaintiif's  witnesses  and  produce  witnesses  of  her  own,  at  her 
own  expense,  not  otherwise.^  The  principle  probably  is,  that 
the  court,  in  satisfying  its  conscience,  and  protecting  the 
rights  of  the  public,  will  receive  light  from  any  source,  only 
not  to  the  undue  burdening  of  the  plaintiff. 
•  ' 

§  237  [303].  Obviously,  also,  the  public  cannot  be  inter- 
ested to  intierpose  technical  objections;  and,  being  always 
present  in  court  by  the  judge,  it  cannot  be  taken  by  surprise 
for  want  of  notice.  Therefore  all  questions* preliminary  to 
the  hearing,  such  as  relate  to  the  service  of  process  when  the 
.  defendant  has  actual  notice  and  appears,  waiver  of  service, 
amendments,^  and  other  matters  of  this  sort,  may  be  gov- 
erned, as  in  other  cases,  by  ordinary  judicial  rules,  calculated 
to  subserve  justice  between  the  parties.  A  different  view 
from  this  appears  to  have  been  entertained  in  one  case  in 
Ohio;^  but  it  is  so  adverse  both  to  principle  and  general 
authority,  that  we  can  hardly  suppose  it  to  be  law  even 
there.  Indeed  the  decision  did  not  proceed  from  the  court  * 
of  ultimate  resort. 

.  §  238  [304].  A  singular  question  arose  before  the  Supreme 

1  Peny  v.  Perry,  S  Baib.  Oh.  285.  And  iee  Gnyes  v,  GrareB,  8  Paige,  6S; 
post,  f  253. 

'  Hackney  v.  Hackney,  9  Homph.  450 ;  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  4  Greenl.  100  ; 
PiflhU  V.  Fbhli,  2  Litt.  337 ;  Tonrtelot  v,  Toortelot,  4  Mass.  506^ 

*  Smitii  V,  Smith,  V?^right,  643.  See,  as  adverse  to  this,  Feigley  o.  Feiglej,  7 
Md.  537. 

[199] 


§  238  GBNBRAL  PRIKCIPLB8  OF  PROCEDURE.     ,    [BOOK  III. 

Court  of  Errors  of  Connecticat^  in  the  year  1810.  It  came 
up  in  a  qui  tarn  action,  wherein  the  wife,  who  had  obtained 
a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  proceeded  for  the  re* 
covery  of  a  statutory  penalty  eigainst  a  party  to  whom  the 
divorced  husband  had  conveyed,  as  she  alleged,  certain  prop- 
erty in  fraud  of  her  rights  as  the  husband's  creditor.  And  it 
was  held  by  a  majority  of  the  court,  Mitchell,  C.  J.,  and 
Baldwin  and  Reeve,  Judges,  dissenting,  that,  where  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  having  determined  to  separate  and  dissolve 
as  far  as  in  them  lay  the  obligations  of  their  marriage, 
mutually  covenanted,  for  him  to  secure  a  separate  mainten- 
ance to  her  through  the  intervention  of  a  trustee ;  for  her  to 
be  no  further  chargeable  to  him ;  and  for  him,  having  com- 
mitted adultery,  and  having  had  the  venereal  disease,  to 
furnish  money  and  testimony  to  procure  a  divorce,  she  insti- 
tuting the  necessary  proceedings,  to  be  under  his  direction, 
—  the  covenant  was  fraudulent  and  void,  as  tending  to  mis- 
lead the  court,  and  interfere  with  the  administration  of 
justice.  The  judges  concurred,  that,  if  it  had  been  agreed 
to  produce  false  testimony,  or  to  impose  upon  the  court,  the 
agreement  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  law,  and  therefore  void. 
But  the  dissenting  judges  contended,  that  no  fraud  appeared 
in  the  facts  of  this  case  ;  that,  it  being  the  duty  of  the  hus- 
band to  furnish  his  wife,  wha  had  no  money,  with  the  means 
to  procure  a  divorce,  and  afterward  to  pay  her  alimony,  there 
was  no  fraud  in  his  voluntarily  undertaking  what  he  was 
already  under  legal  obligation  to  do ;  and  that,  the  object  of 
the  provision  placing  the  control  of  the  divorce  suit  in  his 
hands  having  merely  been,  as  shown  in  the  evidence,  to  pre- 
vent the  fact  of  his  having  had  the  venereal  disease  appear- 
ing, there  was  no  imposition  upon  the  court  in  omitting  this 
part  of  the  evidence,  other  suifficient  proof  existing.  It 
seemed  not  to  be  denied,  that  a  suit  for  divorce  got  up  solely 
by  the  defendant,  under  his  own  control  and  for  his  own 
benefit,  would,  on  such  a  state  of  facts  appearing,  be  dis- 
missed.^ 

A  Gk)odwiik  p.  Goodwin,  4  Day,  343. 
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§  339«  It  has  been  held,  that  an  agreement  made  by  a 
defendant  in  a  divorce  suit,  to  withdraw  his  or  her  papers, 
and  make  no  defence,  is  void,  as  being  against  public  policy ; 
therefore  a  promissory  note  executed  in  pursuance  of  such  an 
agreement  and  in  consideration  thereof,  is  a  contract  which 
cannot  be*  enforced  against  the  maker.^  Also  an  agreement 
between  the  overseers  of  the  poor  and  a  husband  whose  wife 
is  supported  as  a  town  charge,  that  the  town  will  refrain 
from  making  opposition  to  a  libel  for  divorce  filed  by  the 
husband  against  the  wife,  has  been  held  to  be  against  public 
policy  and  void.  It  was  observed  by  Sawyer,  J.,  that  the 
principle  upon  which  Sayles  v.  Sayles  ^  was  decided  applies 
here.  "  That,"  he  said,  "  was  the  case  of  a  promissory  note, 
given  in  consideration  of  the  libellee's  forbearing  to  claim 
alimony  out  of  the  estate  of  the  libeUant,  when  the  ground 
for  claiming  it  was  such  as  would  constitute  a  defence  to  the 

libel This  was  a  fraud  upon  the  law,  the  policy  of 

which  is  to  guard  and  uphold  the  marriage  relation  with  a 
watchful  vigilance."  ^ 

§  240  [305].  For  the  same  reason  which  prevents  a  de- 
cree of  divorce  or  nullity  of  marriage  being  rendered  on  the 
agreement  of  parties  in  court,  or  on  the  default  of  the  de* 
fendant,^  and  growing  out  of  the  fact  that  the  public  is  a 
party  also  in  these  suits,^  we  have  the  further  doctrine,  that 
no  decree  or  sentence  can  be  founded  upon  the  sole  evidence 
of  the  confessions  of  the  defendant  out  of  court.     This  is  the 


1  Stoatenbiug  v.  Ljrbrand,  IS  Ohio  State,  328. 

*  Sayles  v,  Saylee,  1  Fost.  N.  H.  312. 

«  Weeks  v.  Hill,  38  N.  H.  199,  204.  As  to  the  eflfect  of  an  agreement  not  to 
bring  a  snit  to  aroid  a  voidable  marriage,  see  Wistby  v,  Wistby,  1  Connor  &  Law* 
son,  537 ;  where  the  Chancellor,  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  married  parties,  re- 
fhsed  to  set  aside  snch  an  agreement,  which  had  been  entered  into  twenty  yean 
before,  and  acted  npon  subsequently.  And  see  Vol.  I.  f  386.  As  to  an  agree- 
ment by  the  defendant  not  to  (esist  the  divorce  suit,  see  VSser  v.  Bertiand,  14  Aik. 
267.  As  to  an  agreement'  by  the  plaintiff  to  discontinue  snch  suit,  see  Sterling  v. 
Sterling,  12  Ga.  201.  See  also,  Ratcliff  r.  Ratcliff,  1  Swab.  &  T.  467 ;  Lloyd  v. 
Lloyd,  1  Swab,  ft  T.  567. 

«  Ante,  i  286.  *  Ante,  4  280. 
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rule  of  the  ancient  as  well  as  the  modern  common  law. 
For,  in  Collet's  case,  it  being  suggested  to  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  that  persons  who  had  lived  together  in  wed- 
lock sixteen  years  were  proceeding  in  the  Spiritual  Court 
collusively,  on  the  false  allegation  of  incest,  to  dissolve  their 
marriage  and  bastardize  their  children,  —  "  they  both  appear 
and  confess  the  matter,  upon  which  a  sentence  of  divorce 
was  to  pass,"  —  it  was  held  that  the  Spiritual  Court  should 
be  restrained  by  prohibition  from  proceeding  thus.^ 

§  241  [306].  This  is  also  a  rule  of  the  canon  law,  founded 
on  a  decretal  epistle  of  Pope  Celestine  III.,  and  expressly 
renewed  by  the  canons  of  1697.  "  And  how  great  need," 
says  Gibson,  '^  there  was  of  such  a  prohibition,  will  appear 
to  any  one  who  shall  consult  the  ancient  acts  of  courts  before 
those  times ;  and  see  there  how  common  it  was  to  pronounce 
separations  upon  the  sole  confessions  of  the  parties,  and  how 
numerous  the  separations  were,  so  long  as  that  continued  to 
be  the  rule."  ^  At  present,  or  at  least  until  the  establishment 
of  the  new  Matrimonial  Court  in  1858,^  the  matter  in  Eng- 
land rests,  or  did  rest,  upon  the  105th  Canon  of  1603,  in  the 
following  words :  '^  Forasmuch  as  matrimonial  causes  have 
been  reckoned  and  reputed  among  the  weightiest,  and  there- 
fore require  the  greatest  caution  when  they  come  to  be  han- 
dled and  debated  in  judgment,  especially  in  causes  wherein 
matrimony,  having  been  in  the  church  duly  solemnized,  is 
required  upon  any  suggestion  or  pretext  whatsoever  to  be 
dissolved  or  annuUed,  we  do  strictly  charge  and  enjoin,  that, 
in  all  proceedings  in  divorce^  and  nullities  of  matrimony, 
good  circumspection  and  advice  be  used,  and  that  the  truth 
may  (as  far  as  possible)  be  sifted  out  of  the  depositions  of 
witnesses,  and  other  lawful  proofs  and  evictions,  and  that 


1  Colleffl  case,  S  Mod.  8U. 

*  Gibs.  Cod.  445 ;  Cobbe  v.  Ganton,  Milwaid,  529,  537.  *  Vol.  I.  §  66. 

*  This  applies  as  well  to  sepaiations  a  menad  est  tkoro  as  to  diroroes  a  vineulo, 
NoTeire  v.  Noverre,  I  Robertson,  488,  436 ;  Savoie  v,  Ignogoso,  7  La.  281 ;  Saw^ 
yet  p.  Sawyer,  Walk.  Mich.  48 ;  ante,  f  225.  And  see  the  observations  of  Lord 
Stowell,  in  Mortimer  o.  Mortimer,  2  Bug,  Con.  310,  316,  4  Eng  Ec.  543,  646. 
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credit  be  not  given  to  the  sole  confession  of  the  parties  them- 
selves, however  taken  upon  oath,  either  within  or  without  the 
court."  ^  This  canon  is  in  spirit  and  effect,  probably  in  letter, 
common  law  in  this  country,  our  courts  having  uniformly 
proceeded  upon  its  principles.'  Some  of  the  States,  more- 
over, have  substantially  incorporated  it  into  their  statute  law. 
Yet  in  .two  or  three  of  the  States,  the  legislature  has  estab- 
lished for  the  courts  a  more  rigid  rule.' 

§  242  [307].  Obviously,  neither  the  canon  nor  the  reason 
of  the  rule  excludes  the  evidence  of  the  defendant's  confes- 
sions being  heard.  The  interest  of  the  community,  or  gov- 
ernment, which  we  have  described  as  the  third  party  ^  in 
matrimonied  suits,  extends  merely  to  the  establishing  of  the 
truth,  not  to  the  raising  of  technical  objections.^  But  if  con- 
fessions were  alone  sufficient,  the  marriage  would  be  placed 
at  the  will  of  the  parties,  in  frustration  of  the  entire  policy  of 
the  law.^  And,  as  Dr.  Lushington  once  observed,  ^'  no  tribu- 
nal is  to  be  trusted  with  the  power"  to  determine  that  which 
is  impossible ;  namely,  whether  such  a  confession  be  genuine 
or  false.  Still  it  is  evidence  of  the  highest  character ;  and  I 
well  recollect,  in  the  case  of  Mortimer  v.  Mortimer,^  it  was 


1  Poynter  Mar.  &  Div,  338 ;  Gibs.  Cod.  445 ;  see  Vol.  I.  §  51. 

'  Gould  17.  Goald,  2  Aikens,  180;  Washburn  v,  Washburn,  5  N.  H.  195 ;  Bax- 
ter r.  Baxter,  1  Bfaas.  346;  Betts  v,  Betta,  1  Johns.  Ch.  197;  Montgomery  v. 
Montgomery,  3  Barb.  Ch.  132  ;  Deranbagh  v.  Devanbagh,  5  Paige,  554 ;  Holland 
V.  Holland,  2  Mass.  164  ;  Clutch  v.  Clutch,  Saxton,  474. 

*  Post,  f  250.  «  Ante,  §  231. 

*  Ante,  f  237.  >  Holland  v.  Holland,  2  Mass.  154. 

'  Mortimer  v,  Mortimer,  2  Hag.  Con.  310,  4  Eng.  £c.  543.  In  Pennsylvania, 
GKbaon,  C.  J.,  remarked :  "  It  is  a  rule  of  policy  not  to  found  a  sentence  of  divorce 
on  confession  alone.  Yet  when  it  is  full,  confidential,  relevant,  free  from  suspicion 
of  collusion,  and  corroborated  by  circumstances,  it  is  ranked  with  the  safest  proofs." 
BCatchin  v.  Matchin,  6  Barr,  332.  "  A  species  of  evidence  of  the  highest  kind,  pro- 
vided always  that  it  is  accompanied  with  certain  requisites, — first,  undoubted  proof 
that  the  admissions  were  made ;  second,  that  the  expressions  were  clear  and  dia- 
tinct ;  and,  third,  that  the  admissions  were  sincere."  Dr.  Lnshington,  in  Stone  v. 
Stone,  3  Notes  Cas.  278,  286;  Betts  v.  Betts,  1  Johns.  Ch.  197;  Williams  v. 
Williams,  1  Hag.  Con.  299,  4  Eng.  Ec  415,  417.  See  also  Lord  Brougham,  in 
Creagh's  divorce  bill,  32  Legal  Obaerver,  91 ;  Hanria  r.  Harris,  2  Hag.  Ec.  876, 
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strongly  relied  on  by  Lord  Stowell.  There  mast  be  other 
evidence,  then ;  though  I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  in  which 
the  guatUum  or  description^  as  .auxiliary  to  a  confession,  has 
been  the  subject  of  discussion."  ^ 

§  243  [308].  In  considering  confessions  w£  must  see,  in 
the  first  place,  that  what  is  testified  to  does  really  amount  to 
a  confession.^  This  being  determined,  then  the  weight  to 
be  given  it  varies  greatly  according  to  the  case  and  circum* 
stances.  In  the  suit  for  nullity,  where  a  marriage  regularly 
proved  is  attempted  to  be  set  aside  as  void  from  the  begin* 
ning,  what  the  defendant  has  admitted  is  received  with  par- 
ticular caution  ;^  though,  under  some  circumstances,  it  is 
entitled  to  much  regard,  even  in  this  suit^  Dr.  Lushington 
indeed  went  so  far « in  a  case  of  nullity,  where  the  alleged 
defect  was  the  undue  publication  of  banns,  as  to  make  the 
foUowing  observations :  <'  I  place  very  little  confidence  in 
these  subsequent  declarations ;  and  I  think  a  grave  doubt 
may  be  entertained,  whether  such  subsequent  declarations, 
in  a  case  of  this  kind,  made  long  after  the  marrisige,  are 
admissible  as  evidence ;  because,  in  these  cases,  one  party  or 
the  other  might  by  admissions  affect  the  status  of  other  par- 
ties, by  reason  that  the  interests  of  the  parties  in  the  cause 
are  not  confined  to  themselves,  but  extend  to  their  children 
and  to  the  public.  The  declaration  of  the  wife  may  by  pos- 
sibility be  evidence  against  the  husband,  or  vice  versa ;  but. 


409,  4  Eng.  Ec.  160,  175.  Bat  see  Hansley  v,  Hansley,  10  Ire.  506.  And  see' 
post,  f  248. 

^  Noverre  v,  Noyerre,  I  Robertson,  428,  440;  Armstrong  v.  Armstrong,  32 
Missis.  279,  288. 

2  Stone  V,  Stone,  3  Notes  Cas.  278,  286,  291 ;  Tncker  v.  Tncker,  11  Jar.  893,  5 
Notes  Cas.  458 ;  Harris  o.  Harris,  2  Hag.  Ec.  376,  4  Eng.  Ec.  160;  Williams  p. 
Williams,  1  Hag.  Con.  299,  4  Eng.  Ec.  415.  A  confession  in  general  terms  will 
apply  to  all  times  and  places  at  which  the  proofii  show  the  o£fenoe  might  hare  been 
committed.    Bargess  v.  Baigess,  2  Hag.  Con.  223,  227,  4  Eng.  Ec.  527,  629. 

*  Searle  v.  Price,  2  Hag.  Con.  187,  4  Eng.  Ec.  524 ;  Wright  v.  Elwood,  1  Cart. 
Be  662,  666 ;  Cross  v.  Cross,  3  Paige,  139 ;  post,  S  294. 

*  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  4  E.  F.  Moore,  96 ;  post,  f  245,  note. 
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where  it  affects  the  children,  I  doubt  whether  sach  declara- 
tions could  be  received.^  ^ 

§  244  [309].  The  rale  regarding  confessions  is  always  to 
be  interpreted  in  reference  to  its  reason ;  which  is,  as  we 
have  seen,  to  •prevent  collusion,  or  prevent  what  actually 
happened  before  its  adoption ;  namely,  the  obtaining  of  di* 
vorces  where  the  grounds  for  them  did  not  in  fact  exist.' 
Therefore  the  evidence  to  be  introduced  in  connection  with 
the  evidence  of  the  confession  may  be  either,  first,  such  as 
tends,  like  the  confession,  to  prove  the  issue ;  or,  secondly, 
tends  to  show  the  absence  of  collusion. 

§  245  [310].  Whether  evidence  showing  merely  the  ab- 
sence of  collusion  is  sufficient  in  corroboration  of  the  confes* 
sion,  without  any  tending  to  prove  the  direct  fact  in  issue ; 
or  whether  always  there  must  be  some  evidence,  outside  the 
confession,  of  the  direct  fact  involved,  —  is  a  point  not  ap- 
parently adjudged*  in  England,  though  some  English  cases 
strongly  imply  the  sufficiency  of  the  former  alone.^     In  the 


1  Biealy  v.  Reed,  2  Cart.  Be.  83S,  7  Eng.  Be  828.  And  see  Cobbe  v.  Gaitton, 
Milward,  529,  where  it  was  held  by  Dr.  Radcliff,  that,  in  a  suit  for  nullity  of  mar^ 
riage,  the  admissions  of  the  defendant  are  admissible  in  eyidence,  yet  still  are 
entitled  to  bat  little  weight.    See,  howerer,  post,  §  245,  note. 

*  Ante,  i  241 ;  Tucker  p.  Taeker,  11  Jar.  898,  5  Notes  Cas.458;  Owen  u.  Owen, 
4  Hag.  £c  261 ;  Tewksbary  v.  Tewksboxy,  4  How.  Missis.  109;  Sawyer  v.  Saw- 
yer, Walk.  Mich.  48,  where  it  was  held  that  the  amount  of  evidence  required  to  coi^ 
loborate  the  confession  of  the  defendant  Taries  with  the  danger  of  collusion ;  Shel- 
iford  Mar.  &  Div.  411 ;  Burgess  v.  Boxgess,  2  Hag.  Con.  223,  4  Bng.  Be.  527. 

*  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  4  E.  F.  Moore,  96,  103.  It  seems  clear,  that  the  cor- 
roborating eyidence  in  this  case  merely  showed  the  sincerity  of  the  confession,'  and 
the  consequent  absence  of  oollnsion.  The  suit  was  for  nullity  of  marriage,  on  the 
allegation  of  the  faosband's  impotence.  The  examination  of  the  lady  (see  3  Cart 
Be.  16,  7  Bng.  Be.  359,  where  the  case  as  it  stood  before  the  Consistory  Coortof 
London  is  reported)  elicited  nothing  satis&Cfory ;  and  the  "eridenoe  of  Mrs.  Dol- 
phin," spoken  of  in  the  latter  report.  Is  probably  what  is  alluded  to  in  the  follow- 
ing passage.  In  giving  judgment  in  the  Conrt  of  Priyy  CoancH  for  dirofce,  oon^ 
Amatory  of  the  decision  of  the  Consistory  Court,  and  of  the  Conrt  of  Areliei; 
Lord  Broogham  said :  "  It  has  been  insisted  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellaat" 
husband,  the  original  defendant,  "  that  the  confesekm  of  iion^»nsummation  Is  not 
saffident  to  satisfy  the  105th  Canon,  and  that  there  most  be  some  extrinsic  pnot, 
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United  States,  the  former  has  been  expressly  held  safficient 
Thus  where,  on  a  libel  for  divorce  a  vinculoy  on  account  of 
adultery  committed  by  the  husband,  it  was  proved  that  he 
had  been  fourteen  years  out  of  the  commonwealth,  separated 
from  his  wife,  and  that,  in  a  letter  to  her,  expressive  of  peni- 
tence and  desiring  a  reconciliation,  he  acknowledged  himself 
to  have  been  living  with  another  woman  by  whom  he  had 
five  children  ;  the  court  granted  her  prayer  on  the  strength  of 
the  confession  alone,  since  the  circumstances  proved  by  other 
evidence  showed  no  collusion  to  exist  in  the  case.^  In  an- 
other case  the  facts  appearing  were,  that  the  alleged  particeps 
criminis  went  late  to  the  house  where  the  defendant  wife 
was  residing,  her  husband  being  at  sea,  and  remained  there 


and  for  that  purpose  proof  bj  inspection  is  said  to  be  essential.  Their  lordships 
give  no  opinion  on  this  constmction  of  the  canon  i  for,  if  adminicular  proof  is 
requisite,  they  think  the  circumstance  of  the  appellant's  having  taken  a  legal  opinion 
oftke  validity  of  the  marriage,  which  he  admits  in  his  answer,  coupled  with  the  con- 
fession of  non-consnmmation,  and  the  r^fiiaal,  in  the  firtt  ivetance,  to  undergo  inepeo- 
tion,  is  sufficient  extrinsic  proof;  and,  being  satisfied  that  there  is  no  collusion 
between  the  parties,  they  affirm  the  decree  of  nullity."  In  Norerre  v.  NoTerre,  1 
Robertson,  488,  the  evidence,  aside  from  the  defendant  wife's  confession,  went  no 
further  than  to  show  extreme,  not  indecent,  familiarities  with  the  alleged  paramour, 
and  ample  opportunities.  In  Tucker  v.  Tucker,  11  Jur.  893,  there  wore  no  acts  of 
familiarity  proved ;  but  there  were  the  reception  of  a  letter  from  the  alleged  par- 
amour to  the  wife,  which  letter  she  had  not  read,  and  could  not  therefore  know  the 
contents  of;  and  a  meeting,  not  at  all  shown  to  be  criminal,  between  her  and  him, 
after  she  was  turned  off  by  her  husband ;  yet  these  were  held  amply  sufficient  to 
susuin  the  confession.  See  also  Grant  o.  Grant,  8  Curt.  £c.  16,  7  £ng.  £c.  3; 
Owen  V,  Owen,  4  Hag.  Ec.  261 ;  Deane  v,  Deane,  18  Jur.  63 ;  Mortimer  9.  Morti- 
mer, 2  Hag.  Con.  310, 4  £ng.  Ec.  543.  It  has  been  considered  important  to  prove 
what  is  commonly  termed  the  identity  of  the  parties,  by  other  evidence  than  con- 
fessions.   Searie  o.  Price,  2  Hag.  Con.  187. 

1  Billings  V.  Billings,  11  Pick.  461.  A  letter  from  the  defendant,  who  was  in 
Texas,  to  his  friends  in  Louisiana,  acknowledging  that  he  was  living  with  another 
wife  there,  being  the  only  evidence  oflbred,  was,  by  the  Louisiana  court,  adjudged 
insufficient  proof  of  his  adultery  to  authorise  the  divorce  prayed.  Herman  v. 
McLeland,  16  La.  26.  In  Clutch  v.  Clutch,  Saxton  474,  it  was  testified,  that  the 
defendant  had  told  the  witness  he  had  the  venereal  disease,  which  he  had  con- 
tracted in  New  York,  and  that  a  physician  named  was  attending  him.  This  evi- 
dence, standing  alone,  was  very  properly  deemed  inadequate ;  but  the  court 
remarked,  that  confessions  "  are  never  held  sufficient  without  strong  corroborating 
dicnmstonces."  Haosley  v.  Hansley,  10  Ire.  606,  a  North  Carolina  case,  goes 
almost  to  the  point  of  holding  confessions  altogetiMMr  inadmissible. 
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about  half  an  hour.  The  next  morning  she  seemed  to  be  in 
distress ;  said  this  person  had  been  to  the  house,  and  she 
had  committed  a  great  sin.  When  her  husband  returned,  she 
confessed  to  him,  before  witness,  that  she  had  committed 
adultery  then.  The  evidence  was  deemed  sufficient.^  In- 
deed, the  circumstances  under  which  the  confession  was 
shown  to  have  been  made  ;^  also  the  mere  fact,  appearing  in 
the  case,  that  the  suit  was  plainly  adverse  in  its  character, 
and  seriously  resisted,^ —  have  been  severally  held  to  estab- 
lish  the  absence  of  collusion,  so  as  to  authorize  the  decree 
with  no  proof  of  the  offence  itself,  outside  the  confession. 
But  this  is  certainly  carrying  the  point  to  the  very  verge. 

§  246.  In  England,  since  the  transferance  of  divorce  juris- 
diction from  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  a  new  and  special 
one,  it  has  been  laid  down  by  the  judges,  in  a  case  however 
in  which  the  confessions  were  in  fact  held  not  to  be  suffi- 
ciently clear  and  certain,  that,  as  observed  by  Cockburn,  C.  J., 
^^  as  this  court  is  not  a  court  of  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction,  nor 
bound  in  cases  of  divorce  a  vinculo  by  rules  of  merely  eccle- 
siastical authority,  it  is  at  liberty  to  act,  and  bound  to  act, 
on  any  evidence  legally  admissible,  by  which  the  fact  of 
adultery  is  established ;  and  if  therefore  there  is  evidence, 
not  open  to  exception,  of  admissions  of  adultery  by  the 
principal  respondent,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  act 
on  such  admissions,  although  there  might  be  a  total  absence 
of  all  other  evidence  to  support  them."  *  It  is  difficult  to  per- 
ceive on  what  just  ground  an  English  court,  proceeding  upon 
the  common  law  rules  of  evidence,  can  forbear  to  give  effect 
to  the  common  law  as  it  stood  before  the  canon  was.  made, 
and  of  which  the  canon  was  but  confirmatory ;  still,  if  the 
court  should  deem  that  the  ecclesiastical  judges  had  erred 
in  some  of  their  interpretations,  it  might  well  forbear  to  follow 


1  Tewksbarj  o.  Tewksbtirj,  2  Bane  Ab.  310. 
'  Tewkflburj  v,  Tewksbnry,  supra. 

*  Vance  v.  Vance,  8  Greenl.  138.    And  see  Baker  r.  Baker,  18  Cal.  87.    But 
tee  dictnm  in  McCnlloch  v,  MeCuUoch,  8  Blackf.  60. 
«  Bobinson  v.  Robinson,  1  Swab.  &  T.  36S,  393. 
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them  as  to  theae.  In  Arkansas  it  was  provided  by  statnte,  that 
^like  process  and  proceedings  shall  be  had  in  divorce  cases 
as  are  had  in  other  cases  on  the  equity  side  of  the  court;" 
yet  the  court  decided,  that,  notwithstanding  the  statute,  a 
divorce  could  not  be  granted  on  a  bill  taken  pro  canfesso^ 
without  evidence  to  establish  the  offence  chargedJ 

(  247  [311].  It  has  been  said,  that,  in  England,  under  the 
former  ecclesiastical  procedure,  <^to  prevent  firaud  in  these 
t»ises,  the  practice  is  for  the  judge  (all  persons,  especially 
the  husband,  being  removed  apart)  to  examine  the  woman 
as  to  the  truth  and  cause  of  her  confession,  and  to  ascertain 
the  truth  by  all  other  lawful  ways  and  means.  If  there  be 
fraud  or  deceit,  or  a  probable  suspicion  of  it,  a  sent.ence  of 
divorce  will  not  be  granted,  unless  the  adultery  be  otherwise 
satisfactorily  proved."  '  The  defendant,  under  the  ecclesias- 
tifial  practice,  was  required  also,  it  seems,  to  give  a  negative 
issue,  that  is,  to  deny  the  charge ;  and  the  court  was  almost 
bound  to  reject  an  affirmative  issue;  but  he  could  not  be 
compelled  either  to  give  in  a  plea,  or  to  administer  interroga- 
tories.^ In  reality,  however,  whenever  a  fair  case  was  made 
out,  the  relief  was  granted.^  It  is  difficult  to  see,  how,  on 
any  proper  principle  of  genera]  law,  the  defendant  can  be 
compelled  to  plead  negatively  to  an  allegation  he  does  not 
in  fact  deny.  And  this  peculiarity  of  practice  is  explained 
by  Coote,  who  says,  that,  on  the  admission  of  the  libel,  ^  the 
proctor  for  the  defendant  is  bound  by  the  canon  to  give  a 
negative  issue,  in  order  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  the  par- 
ties colluding  to  deceive  the  court"  ^  Probably  this  practice 
is  not  to  be  followed  here. 

§  248  [312].  While  therefore  confessions,  as  a  species  of 
evidence  in  matrimonial  suits,  should  be  received  with  can- 


1  Welch  V.  Welch,  16  Ark.  627. 

*  Shelford  Mar.  &  Div.  411 ;  Coiuet»  280.    See  OnghtOD,  tit.  218. 
■  See  ante,  S  221. 

*  Crewe  r.  Crewe,  8  Hag.  Ec  128, 181,  6  Eng.  £c.  45,  49. 

*  Coote,  Ec.  Ptact  386. 
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tion,  to  be  in  all  cases  most  aoc'nrately  weighed ;  and  while, 
under  some  circumstances,  they  are  entitled  to  little  or  no 
consideration ;  ^  yet,  on  the  other  hand,  "  where  there  is  less 
danger  of  collusion,  or  it  could  not  be  practised  so  easily, 
the  corroborating  fact«  and  circumstances  need  not  be  of  so 
decisive  a  chamcter.  ....  Where  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  are  such  as  to  repel  all  suspicion  of  collusion,  and  leave 
in  the  mind  of  the  court  no  doubt  of  the  truth  of  the  confes- 
sions,  it  should  act  accordingly."  ' 

§  249.  In  one  case  it  was  well  observed :  ^'  None  of  the 
grounds  relied  on  for  a  divorce  are  supported  by  any  other 
evidence  than  the  expressed  and  implied  admissions  of  the 
defendant,  made  at  a  time  and  under  circumstances  which 
show,  that,  as  his  object  was  a  reconciliation  with  his  wife, 
be  deemed  it  more  advisable  to  acquiesce  in  her  accusations, 
than  to  alienate  her  by  a  contradiction  of  them ; "  therefore, 
though  this  was  not  a  case  in  which  collusion  was  in  any 
degree  probable,  the  divorce  was  refused.^  And  the  language 
of  the  judges  is  not  quite  uniform  as  to  the  weight  which 
the  confession  is  to  receive,  —  a  fact  which  results  as  well 
from  .the  differing  circumstances  under  which  confessions  are 
contemplated,  as  from  the  somewhat  di£fering  views  of  the 
judges  themselves.  As  we  have  already  seen,  the  confession 
is  sometimes  regarded  of  but  little  weight,  requiring  strong 
corroborative  evidence,^  and  sometimes  it  is  spoken  of  as 
being  very  weighty.* 


1  Ante,  i  248 ;  Williams  v.  WilliamB,  1  Hag.  Con.  S99, 4  Eng.  Ec.  415 ;  Bnr< 
gen  V.  BurgOBB,  8  Hag.  Con.  883,  4  Eng.  Ec.  587. 

'  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  Walk.  Mich.  48.  For  a  singular  case  of  supposed  oon- 
ftssions,  found  by  a  husband  in  the  wife's  private  diaiy,  and  then  produced  in 
eridence  against  her,  where,  though  they  seemed  on  their  iaoe  to  be  ample,  they 
were  held  not  to  be  so  becaase  of  certain  peculiarities  of  the  wife  as  revealed  in 
other  parts  of  the  diary,  see  Bobinson  v.  Robinson,  1  Swab.  &  T.  368. 

*  Twyman  v.  Twyman,  87  Misso.  383,  opinion  by  Soott^  J. 

*  Clutch  V.  Clutch,  Sazton,  474. 

*  And  see  Johns  v.  Johns,  89  Ga.  718;  Beigen  v.  Beigen,  88  UL  187 ;  McDer- 
motfs  Appeal,  8  Watts  &  8.  851 ;  Bnckholts  v.  Buckholts,  84  Ga.  888;  Sheffield 
«.  SheOeld,  8  Teacis,  79. 

18*  [209] 


I  350  a^TBRAL  PBINCIPI1B8  OF  PBOOHDURE.         [BOOK  III* 

^  250  [313].  In  some  of  the  United  States,  the  common 
law  as  to  confessions  has  been  considerably  modified  by 
statutes ;  though  generally  in  this  country,  the  same  doctrine 
still  prevails  which  we  received  from  England.^  The  chief 
modification  has  been  the  introduction,  in  a  few  of  the 
States,  of  the  very  unwise  provision  that  confessions  be  not 
at  all  received,  whereby  a  party  is  sometimes  cu^  off'  from 
using  the  most  conclusive  evidence,  to  the  utter  denial  of 
justice.^  Concerning  the  interpretation  of  a  statute  of  this 
kind  it  was  observed,  that,  "  where  it  becomes  necessary  to 
s^iy  transaction  of  either  party,  the  conversation  band  fide 
had,  has  been  uniformly  regarded  as  a  pGurt  of  it,  and  admis- 
sible; the  court  being  careful  to  exclude  every  thing  that 
could,  by  the  most  strict  construction,  be  looked  upon  as 
originating  in  collusion,  or  the  desire  of  either  party  to  make 
evidence  to  favor  the  application  of  the  other  party."  ^  By 
the  former  statutes  of  Alabama,  on  a  bill  for  divorce,  the 
defendant  was  not  required  to  swear  to  his  answer ;  and  the 
confessions  of  neither  party  Were  received  in  evid^ce.  And 
it  was  held,  that,  where  the  defendant  put  in  his  answer  in 
equity,  denying  under  oath  the  adultery  charged,  evidence  of 
two  witnessest  or  of  one  with  corroborating  circumst^noes, 
was  not  necessary.^ 


^  Ante,  i  241 ;  ShiUinger  r.  ShilUnger,  14  HI.  147 ;  Armstroog  v.  Armstioiig, 
S2  MiBsis.  279,  288. 

*  Richardson  v,  BicharcLsoD,  4  Port.  467 ;  Gray  v,  6ngr>  16  Ala.  779 ;  Jordan 
V,  Jordan,  17  Ala.  466 ;  Haosel  v.  Hansel,  Wright,  212 ;  Brainard  v.  Braanard, 
Wright,  854 ;  Simons  v,  Simons,  13  Texas,  468.  But  in  Ohio,  this  statntoij 
pcoTision  has  been  abandoned  for  another,  more  harmonious  with  the  Bnglish 
rule.  See  Page  on  Diy.  324,  825 ;  Sheffield  v,  Sheffield,  3  Texas,  79,  88 ;  Wrigfal 
V.  Wright,  8  Texas,  168, 176. 

*  Bascom  v.  Baseom,  Wright,  682.  And  see  Gray  v.  Gray,  15  Ala.  779;  Cor 
nelios  v.  Cornelius,  81  Ala.  479. 

^  Moyler  v.  Moyler,  11  Ala.  620.  In  a  late  Akbama  case,  the  coort,  by  Bioa» 
J.,  observe,  that  the  act  of  1824  made  confessions  inadmissible  in  evidenoe  in 
divoroe  cases ;  but  the  Code  now  hi  force  provides,  tibat  "no  decree  can  be  ren- 
dered on  the  confessions  of.the  parties."  And  they  add :  "The  Code  makes  then 
aMttifSniml,  bnt4oes  not  absolutely  eixdude^  them.  It  makes  tkem  adwwstftto,  but 
foiWda  the  rendition  of  n  deoree  for  divoree-when  tkey  ^^nstitale  the  only  eridenet 
of  the  alleged  cause  for  divorce.  It  does  not,  however,  foxbid  the  mditiMi  of  sock 
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^  351.  Id  Cdifornia,  a  statute  provides,  that  ''  no  divorce 
shall  be  granted  in  any  action  by  default  of  the  defendant, 
nor  on  the  admission  or  statement  of  either  party,  but  in  all 
cases  the  court  shall  require  proof  of  the  facts  alleged,  as  the 
ground  for  a  div9rce,"  And  it  has  been  deemed,  to  use  the 
language  of  |the  judge,  that  <'  the  statute,  being  in  affirmance 
of  the  common  law,  is  to  be  construed  as  was  the  rule  by 
that  law."  Therefore,  where  the  rest  of  the  testimony  and 
the  circumstances  show,  that  there  can  be  no  collusion,  and 
leave  no  do^bt  as  to  the  truth  of  the  confessions,  the  court 
m^y  act  upon  them  thus  corroborated.  And  this  doctrine 
was  applied  in  a  suit  to  declare  a  marriage  null  by  reason  of 
fraud  practised  by  the  defendant^ ' 


III.  The  Issues  in  the  Divorce  SuU» 

§  252.  When  we  come  to  consider,  in  chapters  further  on, 
the  pleadings  and  the  incidents  attendant  upon  the  pleadings, 
in  divorce  suits,  we  shall  pass  under  our  review  some  matters 
relating  to  the  issue,  not  to  be  discussed  here.  For  example, 
the  collateral  question,  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  has  his 
domicil  in  the  State  wherein  the  proceeding  is  instituted, 
may  be  one  of  the  issues  involved,  but  whether  it  is  or  not  is 
a  matter  to  be  considered  in  connection  with  the  rules  of 
pleading  which  govern  these  causes.  Yet  in  the  next  follow* 
ing  section  we  shall  see  what  are  the  main  issues. 

§  253  [314].  In  every  divorce  suit,  on  whatever  cause 
founded,  the  plaintiff  must  allege  and  prove,  first,  his  mar* 
riage  with  the  defendant;  secondly,  a  sufficient  breach  of 


decree  when  they  do  not  oonstititte  the  only  eTidenoe,  bnt  are  proved  in  ooigmio* 
tion  with  other  drcamstances  and  conduct,  which  confirm  or  tend  to  confirm  them, 
and  repel  the  idea  of  oollnBion  between  the  parties.  A  decree  for  divorce  rendeied^ 
on  confeesionSy  and  conduct  and  dratmttanca,  is  not  a  decree  '  rendered  on  the  con* 
ftssion  of  the  parties/  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code."  King  v.  King,  SS  Ala. 
815, 819.  And  see  fhrther  on  this  point,  Hanherrj  v.  Hanbenry,  29  Ala.  719. 
^  Bakar  v.  Bakar,  18  Cal.  87.    And  see  note  to  the  last  section. 
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matrimonial  daty.  He  is  then  entitled,  as  against  the  de- 
fendant, to  a  divorce ;  unless  the  latter  sets  up  and  proves 
either,  first,  connivance,  which  may  embrace  some  facts  be- 
longing  also  under  the  head  of  collusion ;  or,  secondly,  condo* 
nation ;  or,  thirdly,  recrimination ;  or,  fourthly,  unless  the  right 
is  lost  by  the  lapse  of  time,  or  by  what  is  called  the  plaintiff's 
insincerity.  As  against  third  persons,  sometimes  permitted 
to  intervene  for  the  protection  of  their  own  interest,  he  is 
equally  entitled  to  the  divorce,  unless  they  also  establish 
some  one  gf  these  defences.  As  against  the  public,  repre- 
sented by  what  is  called  the  conscience  of  the  court,^  he  is 
to  the  same  extent  entitled ;  only  this  party,  not  being  a 
party  of  record,  is  never  obliged  to  respond  by  plea  to  the 
plaintiff's  allegations,  and  never  loses  its  rights  by  laches ; ' 
and  so,  whenever  a  defence  comes  out  in  the  proofs,  whether 
alleged  or  not,  it  is  fatal  to  the  proceeding.^  A  maxim  in 
these  suits  therefore  is,  that  a  cause  is  never  concluded  as 
against  the  judge  ;^  and  the  court  may,  and  to  satisfy  its 
conscience  sometimes  does,  of  its  own  motion,  go  into  the 
inquiry  of  matters  not  involved  in  the  pleadings.^ 


1  Ante,  \  231. 

'  Analogous  to  this  point,  there  cannot  be  a  nonsuit  in  criminal  cases ;  because 
the  king,  or  goTernmenty  is  said  to  be  always  present  in  court.  Rex  v,  Adamsou, 
SariUe,  66. 

*  Crewe  r.  Crewe,  8  Hag.  Ec.  1S3,  5  £ng.  Be  45,  46;  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  1 
Robertson,  144, 156;  Turton  v,  Tnrton,  3  Hag.  Ec.  338,  5  Eng.  Ec.  130;  Elwes 
v.  Elwes,  1  Hag.  Con.  269,  4  Eng.  Ec  401,  411,  412 ;  LoTering  v.  Loyering,  3 
Hag.  Ec.  85,  6  Eng.  Ec.  27;  Mattox  v.  Mattox,  2  Ohio,  233;  Smith  v.  Smith, 
4  Fftige,  432 ;  Snggate  v,  Snggate,  1  Swab.  &  T.  492.  And  see  ante,  S  234,  236, 
237. 

*  Halford  v.  Halford,  3  Fhillim.  98, 103;  Hamerton  v.  Hamerton,  2  Hag.  Ee. 
8, 24,  note,  4  Eng.  Ec  13, 20.  And  see  Middleton  v.  Middleton,  2  Hag.  Ec.  Supp. 
134, 1  Eng.  Ec.  299, 301 ;  DoneUan  v.  Donellan,  2  dag.  Ec  Supp.  144,  4  Eng. 
Ec304. 

*  Smith  V.  Smith,  4  Paige,  432;  Horrell  v.  Morrell,  3  Barb.  236.  But  see 
Lewis  V.  Lewis,  9  Ind.  105,  which,  howerer,  was  decided  not  in  accordance  with 
4fae  general  doctrine. 
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IV.   T%e  course  of  Procedure  in  Outline^  whereby  the  Jbsuei 

are  evolved  and  tried. 

§  254.  The  first  matter  to  be  considered  under  this  sub- 
title is,  in  what  court  the  divorce  suit  is  to  be  brought,  and 
what  is  the  usual  course  of  proceeding  in  the  court.  Also, 
whether  there  are  any  statutes  expressly  directing  what  shall 
be  the  course  of  divorce  procedure.  In  some  of  our  States 
equity  and  law  causes  are  heard,  as  in  England,  in  distinct 
courts ;  but,  in  most  of  our  States,  at  the  present  time,  they 
go  before  the  same  set  of  judges,  tJiough  the  forms  of  pro> 
cedure,  when  the  case  is  in  equity,  may  conform  to  the  gen* 
eral  equity  practice,  while,  when  it  is  at  common  law,  they 
conform  to  the  general  common  law  practice.  In  some  of 
our  States  of  late,  however,  a  general  blending  of  equity 
and  law  forms  has  taken  place,  —  and  this  seems  to  be  the 
tendency  of  things,  in  those  mutations  which  are  effected  by 
statutes,  in  this  country.  We  have  no  Ecclesiastical  Courts, 
as  the  reader  has  already  been  apprized,  in  any  of  our  States. 
What  is  the  result  of  this  general  condition  of  the  facts  upon 
our  divorce  practice  is  matter  which  was  discussed  in  a  gen> 
eral  way  in  our  first  volume.^  In  some  of  our  States  the 
suit  for  divorce  is  to  be  brought  before  a  court  of  common 
law ;  in  others,  before  a  court  of  equity ;  in  others,  before  a 
court  which  has  both  equity  and  common  law  jurisdiction ; 
and  in  aU,  tbe  suit  is  more  or  less  modified,  as  to  the  pro- 
cedure, by  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  subject,  and  by  tfie 
adoption  of  rules  of  practice  from  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts 
of  England.  The  result  therefore  must  be,  and  it  is,  that,  in 
none  of  our  States,  is  the  procedure  very  well  defined ;  while 
it  somewhat  differs,  so  far  as  it  is  defined,  in  the  different 
States.  It  is  the  purpose  of  the  author  to  attempt  no  very 
minute  descent  into  the  practice  of  particular  States,  yet  to 


1  Vol.  L  i  78-86.    And  see  Stokes  9.  Stokes,  1  Miaso.  3S0. 
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call  the  reader's  attention  to  certain  points  of  pretty  general 
applicability. 

§  255.  As  to  the  court  in  which  the  suit  is  to  be  brought, 
and  the  county,  and  the  like,  perhaps  a  reference  to  some 
cases  in  a  note  may  be  useful.  This  is  a  matter  depending 
so  much  upon  local  statutory  law,  changing  also  in  the  sev- 
eral States,  that  to  attempt  a  particular  discussion  of  it 
would  be  unwise.  The  law  is  not  now,  in  all  the  States  to 
the  decisions  of  whose  tribunals  references  are  made  in  the 
note,  the  same  as  it  was  when  the  decisions  were  pronounced ; 
at  the  same  time,  there  may  be  involved  in  the  decisions,  prin- 
ciples of  permanent  applicability.^ 

§  256.  The  issue  or  issues  which  the  pleadings  may 
evolve,  are,  according  tb  the  course  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Courts,  to  be  tried,  not  by  a  jury,  but  by  the  judge,  who 
decides  all  questions  both  of  law  and  of  fact  And  it 
is  believed  that  this  course  is  universally  pursued  in  this 
country,  except  where  a  statute  directly  or  by  implication 
provides  for  a  jury  trial;  yet,  at  present,  jury  trials  are 
provided  for  in  the  greater  number  of  our  States.  But 
where  the  proceding  is  in  equity,  the  court  sometimes,  it 
seems,  without  special  direction  of  a  statute,  will  order  a 
feigned  issue  to  be  sent  to  a  jury,  as  in  other  equity  causes.* 


1  Sharman  v.  Sharman,  18  Texas,  521 ;  Beese  r.  Beese,  SS  Ala.  785 ;  Wiley  v. 
Vfaej,  S7  Ala.  704 :  Conant  v.  Conant,  10  Cal.  249 ;  Sanfoid  v.  Sanford,  6  Daj, 
853 ;  Forrest  i;.  Forrest,  6  Dner,  102 ;  Fischli  v.  Fischli,  1  Blackf.  360 ;  Vamer  v. 
Varner,  3  Blackf.  163;  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Blackf.  132;  Fnltqn  o.  Folton,  36 
Wmib,  517 ;  Holloman  v.  HoUoman,  2  Dev.  ft  Bat.  Eq.  270 ;  Mattox  v.  Mattox,  2 
Ohio,  234  ;  Light  r.  Lig^t,  17  S.  &  R.  278;  Moore  v,  Moore,  2  Mass.  117;  Lane 
o.  Lane,  2  Mass.  167 ;  Richardson  v.  Richardson,  2  Mass.  153;  Squire  o.  Squire, 
8  Mass.  184 ;  Hopkins  r.  Hopkins,  3  Mass.  158;  Carter  v.  Carter,  6  Mass.  263 ; 
Merry  r.  Merry,  12  Mass.  312;  Williams  v.  Dormer,  16  Jnr.  366,  9  Eng.  L.  & 
Eq.  598;  Richmond  r.  Richmond,  10  Terg.  343;  Herron  v,  Herron,  6  Lid.  129; 
Gilbert  v,  Thomas,  3  Kelly,  575 :  Rioe  v.  Tanrer,  4  Cku  571,  582. 

^  See,  as  illustrating  some  of  the  matters  mentioned  in  this  section,  Morrell  r. 
Morrell,  1  Barb.  319 ;  Oliyer  v.  Oliyer,  20  Misso.  261 ;  Carre  v.  Carre,  2  Yeates, 
207 ;  Miles  v.  Miles,  2  Jones  Eq.  21 ;  Richmond  v,  Richmond,  10  Yerg.  343 ; 
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§  257.  It  ifl  in  the  power  of  all  courts,  in  the  trial  of«  all 
manner  of  causes,  to  protect  the  parties  against  being  injured 
by  surprise  and  by  other  similar  things ;  to  rescind  their  in- 
terlocutory orders;  to  permit  further  evidence  to  be  taken 
after  publication ;  and  the  like ;  but  there  is  nothing  connect- 
ed with  divorce,  as  to  these  matters,  worthy  of  very  special 
mention.^  It  may  however  be  observed,  that,  where  the  de- 
fendant suffers  himself  to  be  defaulted,  and  nothing  remains 
but  to  satisfy  the  conscience  of  the  court,  as  it  is  called,  the 
judge  will  not  always  feel  himself  bound  by  so  strict  a  rule, 
when  asked  for  a  second  hearing,  as  he  would  be  if  the  op- 
posite party  appeared,  and  so,  his  rights  intervening,  contested 
the  application.  Yet  nothing  can  be  very  certainly  said  upon 
this  point.  Counsel  should  always  go  before  the  judge  pre- 
pared to  make  out  the  full  case. 

§  258.  Suppose  there  is  a  verdict  against  a  party,  can  he 
have  a  new  trial  ?  This  question  does  not  arise  in  divorce 
causes  alone,  it  comes  up  for  consideration  in  all  other  cases 
where  there  is  a  jury  trial ;  and  the  rules  which  guide  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  judge  in  ordinary  cases  seem  to  be  applicable 
in  causes  of  divorce.  Thus,  it  is  held  in  the  English  Divorce 
Court,  that  a  verdict  will  not  be  set  aside  as  against  the 
weight  of  evidence,  simply  because  the  judge  would  him- 
self have  come  to  the  contrary  conclusion.  The  judge,  said 
Cresswell,  J.,  must  be  ^  dissaiisfiedj  the  word  used  by  Lord 
Mansfield,  which  means  something  more  than  that  he  enter- 
tained a  different  opinion."  '  It  was  held  in  New  York,  when 
divorce  causes  were  there  heard  in  equity,  and  a  feigned  issue 
upon  the  fact  alleged  as  foundation  for  the  divorce  was  tried 


Wood  V.  Wood,  5  Ire.  674 ;  Devanbagh  v,  Deyanbagh,  5  Paige,  554 ;  Rearis 
V.  BeaTis,  1  Scam.  242 ;  Stokes  v,  Stokes,  1  MUso.  320 ;  Harrison  v,  Harrison,  7  Ire. 
438 ;  Bacon  o.  Bacon,  2  Swab,  ft  T.  53 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Paige,  432. 

^  See  Hamerton  v.  Hamerton,  2  Hag.  £c  618,  4  Bng.  Ec.  224 ;  Durant  v.  Da- 
rant,  2  Add.  Ec.  267,  2  Eng.  £c.  298 ;  Piiend  v.  Friend,  Wright,  639 ;  Chamber- 
lain V,  Chamberlain,  2  Aikens,  232. 

*  Miller  v.  Miller,  2  Swab.  &  T.  427.  See  also,  for  decisions  in  this  court.  Hill  v. 
Hill,  2  Swab.  &  T.  407;  Stoate  v.  Stoato,  8  Swab.  &  T.  884. 
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before  a  jary,  that,  if  the  jury  found  the  defendant  guilty, 
and  the  judge  did  not  believe  him  to  be  so,  the  sentence 
for  divorce  should  not  be  passed  upon  this  finding,  but  a 
new  trial  should  be  granted.  And  it  was  observed,  that  the 
object  to  be  attained  by  the  sending  of  the  ease  to  the  jury, 
was,  the  protection  of  the  defendant,  who  would  not  be  pro- 
tected if  a  divorce  should  be  granted  contrary  to  what  the 
judge  deemed  to  be  the  justice  of  the  cause.^  Yet  in  a  later 
New  York  case  the  judge  observed  :  <*  Our  statute  in  relation 
to  divorces  has  taken  from  the  court  the  power  of  deciding 
upon  the  fact  of.  adultery,  where  it  is  denied  by  the  party 
charged,  and  conferred  it  upon  the  jury ;  and,  although  the 
court  is  authorized  by  the  statute  to  grant  a  new  trial  as 
often  a^  justice  shall  seem  to  require,  yet  it  would  seem  to  be 
proper  that  this  court,  in  the  exercise  of  this  power,  should 
follow  the  rules  adopted  by  courts  of  law  in  granting  new 
trials ;  and  that,  where  there  Js  conflicting  evidence,  a  verdict 
riiould  not  be  set  aside  simply  because  the  court  might  think 
it  to  be  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  or  would  have  de* 
cided  differently  from  the  jury."  And  it  was  deemed,  that, 
in  this  matter,  the  same  rules  should  be  applied  in  divorce 
causes  as  in  others.^ 

• 

§  259.  There  can  be  no  new  trial  in  a  divorce  case,  by 
reason  of  evidence  having  been  improperly  rejected,  if  the  re- 
jected evidence,  had  it  been  received,  would  not  have  changed 
the  result^  If  there  is  a  verdict  rendered  contrary  to  the  al- 
legation contained  in  the  pleadings  of  the  party  in  whose 
favor  it  is  given  in,  it  will  not  avail  him.^  And  in  a  case,  not* 
of  divorce,  it  was  held,  that  a  party  cannot  take  advantage  of 
his  own  conduct,  in  the  management  of  his  cause  before  the 


^  Feigason  v.  Ferguson,  1  Barb.  C9i.  604 ;  s.  P.  in  Bubstanooi  Moore  v.  Moore^ 
82  Texas,  237.  See  Malock  v.  Mnlock/ 1  Edw.  Ch.  14 ;  Richmond  v.  Richmond, 
10  Tecg.  343 ;  O'Bryan  v.  O'Sryaa,  IS  Misso.  16 ;  Yance  «.  Vance,  17  Mahie,  208. 

*  Feignson  v,  Ferguson,  3  Sandf.  807,  808,  opinion  by  Mason,  J.  And  see  Ba- 
con V.  Bacon.  2  Swab.  &  T.  53 ;  Kolb's  case,  4  Watts,  IM. 

*  French  v,  French,  14  Qraj,  186.    See  also  Pinkaid  v,  Hnkard,  14  Texas,  856. 
«  Wood  r.  Wood,  5  Ire.  674.    And  see  Stokes  v.  Stokes,  1  Missow  320. 
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jary,  to  avoid  a  verdict  against  himself.  ''  It  is  not,"  said  the 
judge,  <^for  a  party  to  complain,  that  the  personal  knowledge  • 
of  jurors  was  appealed  to  by  himself  unsuccessfully.  Having 
chosen  to  adopt,  and  been  permitted  without  objection  to 
pursue,  an  unusual  course  of  argument,  ^nd  having  therein 
ventured  to  rely  upon  a  species  of  evidence  usually  regarded 
as  loose,  uncertain,  and  dangerous  in  its  character,  he  cannot 
take  advantage  of  his  own  act  and  avoid  a  verdict  against 
himself  on  account  of  his  own  concjuct  in  the  management 
of  the  cause  before  the  jury."  ^ 

§  260.  The  foregoing  observations  refer  to  the  question  of 
new  trials  sought  after  verdict  rendered,  but  before  judgment ; 
and  sought  in  the  same  court  in  which  the  verdict  was  found. 
In  a  Missouri  case  it  is  laid  down,  that,  upon  an  application 
for  a  new  trial  in  a  higher  court,  where  the  evidence  in  the* 
divorce  case  is  conflicting,  and  the  decision  of  the  lower  tribu* 
nal  trying  the  cause  depends  upon  the  credibility  of  witnesses,, 
the  superior  court  will  not  interfere.^  In  some  of  our  States^ 
and  under  some  circumstances,  appeals,  exceptions,  and  the 
like,  from  the  tribunal  trying  the  divorce  cause  to  a  higher 
court,  are  allowable,  but  this  matter  does  not  demand  discus- 
sion here.  In  another  chapter,  we  shall  consider  the  question 
of  opening  judgments  for  divorce,  in  caaes  of  fraud,  and  in 
other  cases,  where  a  judgment  final  in  form  has  been  ren- 
dered.' 


I  Nutting  V.  Herbert,  87  N.  H.  846,  354,  opinion  bj  Fowler,  J. 
•  ^  Steyenson  v.  Stevenson,  29  Misso.  95.    And  see  Street  v.  Street,  2  Add.  Ec. 
1,  2  Eng.  £c.  195. 

'  See  Hofiinan  v.  Hofiman,  6  Casey,  417 ;  Hollonuin  v.  Holloman,  2  Der.  &  Bat. 
£q.  270 :  Hant  v.  Yeatman,  S  Ohio,  16  ;  Hofniire  v.  Hofmire,  7  Paige,  60;  Good- 
in  tf.  Smith,  Milward,  236 ;  Frankfort  e.  Franlifort,  3  Cnrt.  £c.  715,  7  Eng,  £c. 
558 ;  Street  v.  Street,  2  Add.  £c.  I,  2  Eng.  £c.  195 ;  Boggess  v.  Boggess,  4  Dana, 
807 ;  Dnnn  u.  Dann,  4  Paige,  425 ;  Smith  o.  Smith,  4  Paige,  432  ;  Phelps  v.  Phelps, 
7  Paige,  150;  Borr  v,  Bnrr,  10  Paige,  166;  Jeans  v,  Jeans,  3  Hanring.  Del.  136 ;, 
Sheafe  v.  Sheafe,  9  Fost.  N.  H.  269 ;  Jnngk  v.  Jongk,  5  Iowa,  541 ;  Thomberry  v. 
Thomberry,  4  Litt.  252 ;  Magaire  r.  Magoire,  7  Dana,  181 ;  Eirans  v.  Evaas,  5  B« 
Monr.  278 ;  Pence  u.  Pence,  6  B.  Monr.  496 ;  Bourne  v,  Simpson,  9  B.  Monr.  454 ; 
Hanberry  r.  Hanbeny,  29  Ala.  719 ;  Meyar.  v,  Meyar,  8  Met.  Ky.  298 ;  Malony 
V.  Malony,  9  Rob.  La.  116  ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  20  Misso.  166 ;  Miller  v.  Miller,  3 
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§  261.  "There  are  various  other  questions  which  might  well 
be  considered  in  connection  with  this  general  view  of  the 
proceedings  in  a  divorce  case ;  but  we  shall  better  discuss 
them  in  other  connections.  To  sum  up  this  matter  in  a  sin- 
gle sentence  it  may  be  said,  that  the  procedure  in  a  divorce 
cause  is  th^  same  with  the  procedure  in  any  other  before 
the  same  court,  except  as  regards  those  particulars  in  which 
the  statutes  have  otherwise  provided,  or  the  nature  of  the 
cause  demands  a  different  procedure,  or  some  rule  of  the 
ecclesiastical  law  has  found  such  a  status  before  the  court 
as  permits  it  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  ordinary  rules  there 
prevailing. 


V.    Ihe  Evidence  of  Marriage  in  the  Divorce  Suit. 

^  262  [315].  Several  of  the  foregoing  issues  are  considered 
in  separate  cho-pters ;  but,  in  this  chapter,  we  shall  look  at  the 
evidence  of  the  marriage ;  and,  in  a  general  way,  at  the  other 
evidence.  The  necessity  of  proving  the  marriage  arises,  not 
only  from  the  fact  that  jt  is  an  essential  ingredient  in  the 
offence  alleged,  since  no  violation  of  matrimonial  duty  can 
take  place  where  the  matrimonial  relation  does  not  exist ; 
but  likewise  from  the  consideration,  that,  as  divorce  is  the 
suspension  or  dissolution  of  this  relation,  if  there  is  no  rela- 
tion subsisting,  there  is  nothing  for  the  divorce  to  act  upon.^ 
And  so  marriage  is  the  foundation  of  the  whole  proceeding ; ' 


Binn.  30 ;  Andrews  v.  AndrowB,  6  S.  &  B.  874 ;  Price  .r.  Price,  10  Ohio  State, 
316 ;  Robbuts  p.  Bobbwrts,  9  S.  &  R.  191  ;  Brentlinger  v.  Brentlinger,  4  Bawle, 
241 ;  .Biom  v.  Btom,  2  Whart  94;  Bascom  v.  Baacom,  7  Ohio,  Sd  pt.  125; 
Tappan  tf.  Tappan,  6  Ohio  l^tatey  64. 

^  Cooper  V.  Cooper,  7  Ohio,  2d  pt  286 ;  Ajl.  Parer.  50.  In  like  manner,  a  lawfiil 
marriage  must  be  shown  aa  the  ibnndation  of  a  aoit  for  alimon  j ;  jet  it  has  been 
intimated,  that,  for  the  purposes  of  this  soit,  if  a  man  has  treated  and  held  oat  a 
woman  as  his  wife,  be  shall  be  estopped  thereby  from  denying  that  she  is  such. 
MiDDonald  v.  Fleming,  12  B.  Mohr.  285.  And  see  Trimble  v.  Trimble,  2  Ind. 
76 ;  post,  4  ^^' '  It  is  donbtftil,  boweyer,  whether  this  species  of  estoppel  m  pcdi 
ought  to  be  allowed  in  suits  betireen  the  partie$, 

^  Hamertbn  v.  Hiamarton,  2  Hag.  Ec  8,  4  Bng.  Be  18 ;  Znle  v.  Zole,  Sazton, 
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and  the  decree  or  sentence  of  divorce  affirms  the  marriage, 
in  form  and  effect.,^  as  well  as  declares  the  separation.^  In 
the  ecclesiastical  practice,  when  the  defendant  denies  having 
entered  into  this  relation,  or  denies  the. validity  of  it,  the  pro- 
ceeding assumes  the  form  of  a  suit  for  nullity :  the  question 
of  the  marriage  is  the  first  settled ;  and,  if  affirmed,  the  alleged 
breach  of  it  is  inquired  iqto  afterward.^  Where  the  defend* 
ant  does  not  contest  the  marriage,  the  plaintiff  must  simply 
prove  it,  in  connection  with  his  other  allegations.^     And  the 


M ;  Gaest  v.  Shipley,  2  Hag.  Con.  321,  4  Bng.Ec  548;  Best  v.  Best,  1  Add.  £«. 
411,  2  Eng.  Ec.  158,  160;  Clowes  r.  Clowes,  9  /nr.  856;  Sinclair  r.  Sinclair,  1 
Hag.  Con.  294 ;  4  Bog.  Ec.  412 ;  Williams  v.  Dormer,  16  Jnr.  366, 9  Eng.  L.  A 
Eq.  598 ;  Tarbell,  petitioner,  82  Maine,  589  ;  Wiight  v.  Wright,  6  Texas,  3 ;  Evans 
r.  Evans,  1  Swab.  &  T.  328  ;  Harmaa  v.  Harman,  16  Dl.  85. 
>  Coote  Ec.  Pract.  846,  357. 

*  Majhew  v.  Mayhew,  3  M.  &  8.  266,  3  Phillim.  11. 

*  Montague  v.  Montague,  2  Add.  Be.  876,  2  Eng.  Ec.  850 ;  BCayhew  v.  May- 
hew,  2  Phillim.  11, 1  Eng.  Ec.  166 ;  Brown  v.  Brown,  2  Hag.  Ec.  5,  4  Eng.  Ec. 
II ;  Robins  v,  Wolseley,  2  Lee,  149,  6  Eng.  Ec.  75.  This  is  also  the  rule  in  Scot- 
land.    1  Fras.  Dom.  Rel.  659. 

*  ^  In  an  old  Massachnse^  case  it  was  held,  that,  on  a  libel  for  divorce  from  bed 
and  board  only,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  marriage,  unless  it  is  denied.  Hill 
r.  Hill,  2  Mass.  150.  And  the  Coort  of  Chancery,  in  Bfaryland,  seems  to  have 
heard  cases  of  divorce  and  alimony  on  bill  and  answer,  without  evidence  of  mar- 
riage beyond  the  admissions  of  the  parties  so  obtained.  See  the  cases  cited  in 
Helms  V.  Franciscos,  2  Bland,  ilM4.  See  also,  for  lUinois,  Harman  v.  Hannan,'  16 
111.  85.  In  Maine,  on  a  libel  foY*  divorce  a  mentd  et  thoro  for  cruelty,  where  the  re- 
spondent did  not  appear,  and  the  counsel  for  the  libellant  cited  the  above  case  of 
Hill  t;.  Hill,  the  court,  without  deciding  the  question  in  its  application  to  suits  where 
the  respondent  appears  and  admits  the  marriage,  held,  that,  in  a  case  situated  like 
the  one  before  the  court,  evidence  of  a  legal  marriage  must  be  produced.  The  court 
/aid  :  "  Possibly  the  other  party  might  not  have  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  pen- 
dency of  the  libel,  even  though  it  may  have  been  served  or  published  as  the  law 
requires ;  and,  as  the  consequences  of  the  divorce  might  seriously  aflbct  his  estate 
in  the  matter  of  alimony,  they  would  not  decree  a  ^i^oroe  from  bed  and  board  until 
it  should  appear  that  the  parties  had  been  legally  married,  and  that  the  libellant 
was  thereby  entitled  to  her  alimony  by  law."  Williiuns  v.  Williams,  3  Greenl.  135. 
See  also,  Jones  v.  Jones,  18  Maine,  308.  But  the  other  authorities,  English  and 
American,  require  the  marriage  to  be  proved  in  suits  for  divorce  fh)m  bed  and 
board,  as  well  as  from  the  bond  of  matrimony ;  and  they  do  not  allow  this  fact, 
more  than  any  other  in  the  case,  to  be  established  by  the  sole  admissions  of  the 
defendant.  Plainly  the  canon,  and  the  reason  of  it,  must  apply  to  the  marriage, 
as  much  as  to  any  other  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case.  Se6  cases  cited  ante,  §  241, 
258. 
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defendant,  in  the  ecclesiastical  practice,  was  required  either 
to  deny  or  admit  it,  at  once,  on  the  introduction  of  the  libel.' 

§  263  [316].  In  an  early  Massachusetts  case,  the  court, 
declining  to  decide  whether  or  not  a  marriage  may  be  valid 
for  some  purposes  and  invalid  for  others,  held,  that  to  au- 
thorize a  divorce,  it  must  be  good  for  all  purposes.  The 
marriage  in  question  not  being  valid  within  the  statute,  the 
court  considered  the  statute  not  to  authorize  its  dissolution.^ 
But  if  a  marriage  is  a  marriage  at  all,  and,  as  such,  binding 
for  any  purpose,  no  very  obvious  principle  appears  justifying 
the  court  in  refusing  to  interfere.  And  in  an  English  case, 
Dr.  Lushington  apparently  laid  down  the  proposition,  that,  if 
a  marriage  is  so  far  good  as  to  preclude  its  being  set  aside 
on  a  proceeding  for  nullity,  it  is  sufficient  to  sustain  a  sen* 
tence  of  separation  for  adultery.  "  If  I  could  not  pronounce 
the  marriage  void,"  he  said,  <^  it  almost  follows,  as  it  seems 
to  me,  that  I  must  pronounce  it  valid  for  certain  purposes; 
and,  if  for  certain  purposes,  valid  for  the  husband  or  wife,  as 
the  case  might  be,  to  obtain  a  separation  for  a  violation  of 
the  marriage  vow."  The  marriage  under  consideration  was 
.a  conivBLCt  per  verba  de  preesenti^  entered  into  in  a  British 
colony,  and  the  court — subsequently  to  the  decision  in  The 
Queen  v,  Millis*  —  held  it  sufficient  to  authorize  a  divorce.* 

§  264  [316  a].  The  question  however  still  remains,  whether 


^  Coote  £c.  Pract.  386. 

^  Mangae  i;.  Mangue,  1  Mass.  240.  *  Vol.  I.  275-278. 

*  Catterall  v,  Catterall,  1  Robertson,  580,  581,  583.  And  see  Vol.  I.  S  278.  See 
«flso  D'Agnilar  o.  D'Agoilar,  1  Hag.  £c.  773,  3  Eng.  Ec.  829,  330,  where  Lord 
Stowell  remarked,  that  "  all  persons  who  stand  in  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife,  in  any  way  the  law  allows,  as  by  a  foreign  marriage,  or  by  a  domestic  mar- 
riage not  contrary  to  law,  have  claim  to  relief  on  the  yiolation  of  any  matrimonial 
duty."  In  the  United  States,  where  the  contract  per  verha  de  prcuenti  alone  is  held 
to  be  a  good  marriage  at  common  law,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  this  question  can 
practically  arise ;  for  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  it  seems  to  me,  must  either 
exist  or 'not  exist,  the  law  having  made  no  provision  for  an  intermediate  state. 
There  may  be  issues  in  which  the  proof  of  a  particular  marriage  would  fail,  when 
it  would  prevail  in  other  issues ;  but  this  is  mere  matter  of  emdence, 
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a  voidable  marriage,  in  distinction  from  a  void  one,  is  suffi- 
cient as  the  foundation  of  a  suit  for  divorce.  We  have  no 
American  authority  conclusive  of  this  point,  but  plainly  it 
could  not  be  so  in  the  English  ecclesiastical  tribunals ;  and  a 
single  reference  to  what  is  said  in  our  chapter  concerning 
Void  and  .Voidable  in  Marriage,^  will  make  this  proposition 
plain.  There  is  an  EInglish  case,  in  which  a  further  propo- 
sition was  debated  by  Dr.  Lushington,  but  not  decided ; 
namely,  suppose  a  party  is  sued  for  divorce  for  some'  cause 
arising  subsequently  to  the  nuptials,  and  one  of  the  parties 
is  shown  in  evidence  to  have  been,  at  the  time  of  the  .nup- 
tials, physically  impotent,  rendering  therefore  the  marriage 
voidable ;  yet  a  further  fact  appears,  that  the  right  to  avoid 
the  marriage  for  this  defect  could  not  practically  be  availed 
of,  in  consequence  of  insincerity  or  delay  in  the  one  injured 
thereby, —  Could,  in  these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  rely 
on  this  marriage  as  a  foundation  for  the  divorce?^  Notwith- 
standing the  English  doctrine  does  not  allow  a  voidable 
marriage  to  be  sufficient,  the  consequence  may  not  follow, 
that,  in  our  States,  and  uader  all  circumstances  in  which 
the  question  could  arise  in  our  jurisprudence,  it  will  be 
insufficient  with  us.  And  an  niinois  case  seems  to  lay 
down  the  doctrine,  that,  in  divorce  suits,  only  the  fact  of  a 
fuarriage  need  be  proved,  not  its  legality.  This,  however, 
would  doubtless  be  everywhere  sufficient  primd  facie  evi- 
dence of  a  valid  aad  legal  marriage.  Yet  Scates,  J.,  observed : 
''  I  apprehend  a  mere  de  facto  or  cohabitation  marriage,  and 
an  unlawful  msurriage,  such  as  is  void  as  being  within  the 
degrees  of  consanguinity,  or  between  white  and  colored  per- 
sons, may  be  dissolved  by  decree,  or  declared  void.  Rev. 
Stats.  1846,  p,  196,  §!."« 

(  265  [317].   In  ^uits  for  nullity  of  marriage,  as  in  suits 
for  divorce^  the  marriage  sought  to  be  set  aside  must  be 


1  Tol.  r.  S  105  et  teq. 

*  Anonymoiu,  Deane  &  Swabey,  295.  *  Harman  v.  Hannan,  16  SI.  85. 
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proved.*  Yet  the  rules  governing  the  proof,  as  to  quantity 
and  kind,  in  suits  for  nullity,  seem  not  to  be  well  defined. 
In  an  English  case,  —  where  the  marriage  was  celebrated  in 
Scotland,  and  the  ground  of  nullity  alleged  was  that  the 
defendant  wife  had  a  former  husband  living  at  the  time  of. 
its  celebration,  —  Dr.  Swaby,  after  remarking  that  *he  direct 
evidence  of  the  fact  of  the  marriage  in  respect  to  which  the 
sentence  of  nullity  was  prayed,  was  not  satisfactory,  added : 
"  Nor  is  this  lack  of  primary  evidence  at  all  compensated  for 
by  any  secondary  proof  in  the  cause ;  as  of  consummation, 
cohabitation,  mutual  acknowledgments,  &c.  For,  even 
granting  such  secondary  proof  to  be  admissible  in  the  case, 
which  is  very  doubtful  (it  being  a  case  brought  inter  vivos j 
and  by  the  one  against  the  other  contracting  party),  save 
only  in  corroboration  of  other  and  more  direct  testimony  — 
namely,  that  of  persons  present  (there  being  persons  still 
living  vouched  to  have  been  present)  at  the  alleged  fact  of 
marriage,  — yet  still,  of  the  little  of  such  secondary  proof  as 
appears  in  the  cause,  the  whole  is  extra-libellate,  and  so, 
strictly  speaking,  no  proof."  But  he  admitted,  on  the  au- 
thority of  former  decisions,  that,  if  the  suit  were  prosecuted 
by  a  person  other  than  one  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage, 
and  the  proof  of  the  fact  of  marriage  were  not  in  the  power 
of  such  a  plaintiff,  it  might,  without  this  proof,  be  declared 
void.  Under  the  latter  state  of  facts,  the  decree  of  the  court 
would  pronounce  the  marriage  "void,  if  any  such  were  had."^ 
Under  the  former,  and  as  the  general  rule,  the  decree  affirms 
the  fact  of  the  pretended  marriage,  as  well  as  pronounces  it 
void.^ 

§  266  [318].  The  amount  and  species  of  proof  necessary 
to  establish  a  marriage,  in  suits  for  divorce  and  separation, 
seem  also  not  to  be  very  clearly  defined  upon  authority.*  In 
our  first  volume,  the  general  subject  of  the  evidence  by  which 

1  Anghtie  v.  Anghtie,  1  Phillim.  201, 1  Eng.  Ec  72. 

*  Nokes  r.  Milward,  2  Add.  £c.  386,  2  Eng.  £c.  356,  and  caaee  in  the  notes. 

*  Coote  Ec.  Pract.  402,  424. 

«  Good  V.  Good,  1  Cart.  Ec.  755,  6  Eng.  Ec.  452,  456. 

[222] 


CHAP.  XV.]  GENERAL  VIEW  OP  DIVORCE   SUIT. 


§267 


a  marriage  is  established  was  discussed  at  large,  and  it  only 
remains  for  us  here  to  inquire  into  the  matter  as  concerns 
specifically  the  suit  for  divorce.  The  material  question  is, 
whether  what  is  sometimes  termed  a  fact  of  marriage  must 
be  shown,  as  in  indictments  and  actions  for  seduction ;  or 
whether  such  evidence  as  of  cohabitation  and  repute,  which 
derives  its  significance  from  the  legal  presumption  of  inno- 
cence, is  sufficient.  In  divorce  bills  before  the  Hoiise  of 
Lords,  **the  usual  course,'*  says  Macqueen,  "is  to  produce 
and  prove  an  examined  copy  of  the  entry  in  the  marriage 
register ;  and  then  to  call  a  witness  who  was  present  at  the 
ceremony,  and  acquainted  with  the  parties.  Such  evidence, 
however,  cannot  always  be  obtained.  But  the  best  proof 
must  be  tendered  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  will 
admit  of."  ^  In  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  the  libel  for  divorce, 
whether  for  adultery  or  for  cruelty,  used  to  plead  in  form-  both  • 
a  fact  of  marriage  celebrated  according  to  law,  and  cohabita- 
tion and  repute  following.^  When  we  consider  the  course  of 
proceeding  in  these  courts,  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from 
this  form  of  pleading  is  simply,  that  proof  of  cohabitation 
and  repute  is  relevant  to  the  issue ;  but  whether  it  is  suffi- 
cient of  itself,  we  must  learn  elsewhere. 

§  367  [319].  In  a  suit  in  Ireland  for  jactitation  of  mar- 
riage, where,  as  is  not  always  or  necessarily  the  case  in  this 
suit,^  a  marriage  legally  solemnized  was  set  up  in  defence ;  ' 
and  where  the  clergyman  who,  it  was  said,  performed  the 
ceremony,  was  not  living ;  ajid  one  of  the  two  witnesses  was 
dead  also,  and  the  other  witness  could  not  identify  the  par- 
ties ;  an  attempt  was  made  to  prove  the  marriage  by  circum- 
stantial evidence.  Dr.  Radcliff  held,  that  the  circumstances 
made  to  appear  were  insufficient,  but  added :  "  It  is  proper 
to  contradict  a  notion,  that  a  marriage  in  such  a  case  could 
not  be  proved  by  ciicumstances,  cohabitation,  and  acknowl- 
edgment" * 


I  Macqueen  H.  L.  Pract.  635. 
*  FoBt,  i  290. 


>  Coote  £c  Pract.  320,  350. 

*  Bodkin  v.  Case,  Milwaid,  355,  361. 
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§  268  [320].  In  Virginia,  in  an  equity  suit  by  the  wife 
against  the  husband  for  alimony)  on  the  allegation  of  his 
(fesertion  and  refusal  to  support  her,  the  marriage  being  de- 
nied by  him  in  his  answer,  evidence  of  his  former  admissions, 
of  cohabitation,  and  general  repute,  without  any  more  direct 
proof,  was  held  to  be  enough.  And  the  Chancellor  dis- 
tinguished this  case  from  indictments  and  actions  for  crim* 
iqal  conversation,  in  which  is  charged  a  crime  resting  on  the 
marriage  alleged.  ^<  But  the  virtuous  act  of  matrimony,"  he 
added,  '^  may  in  this  case,  as  in  many  others,  be  proved  by 
cohabitation,  name,  reputation,  and  other  circumstances."^ 
So  in  Alabama,*  Texas,*  Indiana,^  and  Illinois,^  evidence  of 
cohabitation,  and  repute,  and  the  like,  seems  to  have  been 
deemed  sufficient  in  proof  of  marriage,  in  divorce  suits. 

§  269  [321].  In  the  English  case  of  MelUn  v.  Mellin,  de- 
cided in  1838  by  the  Privy  Council,  Lord  Brougham  said, 
that  a  sentence  of  divorce  from  bed,  board,  and  mut^sU  co- 
habitation ^'  can  only  be  pronounced  upon  strict  proof  of  the 
status  of  the  parties ; "  but  there  was  no  discussion,  as  to 
what  would  be  considered  strict  proof.®  In  Cood  v.  Good, 
which  was  a  suit  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  it 
was  in  evidence,  that  the  parties  were  on  a  voyage,  in  Bar- 
badoes,  and  there  intended  to  be  married ;  that  the  witness 
wrote  to  the  governor  for  a  special  license ;  and  that,  filter 
what  was  assumed  to  have  been  the  ceremony  performed, 
they  returned  to  the  ship  as  husband  and  wife,  and  were  so 
treated.  Dr.  Lushington  would  not  decide  whether  this  was 
alone  sufficient  evidence ;  there  being  other  evidence^  making, 
with  thjs,  the  point  satisfactory .^ 


1  Pnrcell  v.  Pnrcell,  4  Hen.  &  Manf.  507,  512. 

*  MorriB  9.  Morris,  20  Ak.  168.  *  Wright  v.  Wright,  6  Texas,  8i 

*,  Trimble  v.  Trimble,  2  Ind.  76.  ^  Humap  v.  Barman,  16  HI.  86. 

«  Mellin  v.  Mellin,  2  E.  F  Moore,  493. 

f  Good  v.  Cood,  1  Curt  Ec.  755,  6  Eng.  £c.  452.    See  also  Henrej  v.  Herrey, 
2  W.  Bl.  877;  Kenrick  v.  Kenridc,  4  Hag.  Ee.  lU,  129;  Duncan  v.  Duncan,  2 
Monthly  Law  Mag.  612;  Mitdiell  v.  Ifitchell,  11  Vt  134;  Honpt  o.  Hoapl» 
Wriglit,  V56 ;  8.  0.  5  Ohio,  539 ;  Prince  v.  Prince,  1  Rich.  Eq.  282. 
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§  270  [322].  In  the  later  case  of  Saunders  v,  Saunders, 
which,  was  a  suit  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  cruelty,  a  mar- 
riage in  Scotland  was  pleaded,  and  the  entry  in  the  Scotch 
register  offered  as  an  exhibit.  On  the  question  of  admitting 
the  libel,  Dr.  Lushington  observed :  "  Now  I  apprehend,  that 
some  difficulty  will  necessarily  arise  from  the  admission  of 
this,  exhibit,  for  these  registers  are  not  kept  by  any  official 
person.  [Jtobertson.  —  These  certificates  have  always  been 
received  in  evidence  by  the  courts  in  Scotland.*]  You  must 
be  aware,  that  banns  are  not  proclaimed  in  one  cape  in  fifty 
in  Scotland ;  and  it  does  appear  to  me,  that,  this  being 
nothing  more  than  a  certificate  of  the  session  clerk,  and  he 
not  being  authorized  by  the  law  of  Scotland -to  keep  a  regis- 
ter, when  we  come  to  the  proof  of  this  marriage  we  shall 
have  much  difficulty  in  establishing  it  upon  this  document. 
You  must  have  the  evidence  of  persons  who  were  present  at 
the  marriage,  for  I  do  not  think  that  I  shall  receive  this  cer- 
tificates. The  fact  of  marriage,  in  these  proceedings  and  in 
actions  for  criminal  conversation,  must  be  proved  in  a  differ- 
ent manner  from  a  marriage  in  all  other  cases  whatever.  1 
am  not  aware  that -there  is  any  law  establishing  a  register  of 
marriages  in  Scotland."  ' 

§  271  {323].  In  a  criminal  suit  for  incest,  before  the  same 
judge,  iii  the  Consistory  Court  of  London,  some  observations 
fell  from  him  which  might  lead  to  the  inference,  that  the 
proof  of  marriage  varies  with  the  tribunal  in  which  it  is 
offered.  But  if  there  are  rules  of  evidence  peculiar  to  the 
Ecclesiastical  Courts,  they  can  have  no  peculiar  force  else- 
where ;  for  it  is  a  general  truth,  that  whatever  evidence  will 
establish  a  given  fact  in  a  given  issue  before  one*  tribunal, 
will  do  the  sanie,  under  like  circumstances,  before  another. 
Indeed  it  must  be  so  while  the  law  is  a  science,  and  judicial 
proceedings  are  carried  on  to  ascertain  facts.     The  question 


1  Tait  on  Eyidence,  53. 

'  Saunders  v.  Saunders,  10  Jnr.  14d,  144.    The  home  registry  of  an  India  mar- 
riage was  admitted  in  BatclifF  o.  Batcliff;  1  Swab.  &  T.  467.    See  Vol.  I.  §  460  et  seq. 
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was  one  of  pedigree,  involving  the  proof  of  marriage,  and  the 
learned  judge  said :  ^  In  considering,  farther,  whether  I  am 
entitled  to  dispense  with  the  production  of  the  register,  I 
must  look  to  the  practice  of  the  court  in  which  I  am  sitting ; 
and  it  has  been  the  practice  to  r^^quire  the  production  of  the 
register  where  it  could  be  obtained,  and  I  should  be  reluctant, 
unless  necessity  compelled  me,  to  relax  the.  rule*  I  must 
however  observe,  that  I. am  satisfied  that  a  register  is  not  to 
be  considered  the  best  evidence  of  a  marriage,  *nor  has  it 
ever  been  so  considered  in  the  books  and  authorities  on  the 
question.  The  rule  respecting  best  evidence  is,  that  you  are 
not  allowed,  where  there  is  evidence  of  a  superior  character, 
to  give  inferior  evidence,  unless  you  account  for  the  non- 
production  of  the  best  evidence ;  the  effect  of  which  is  to 
exclude  all  other  evidence,  till  the  absence  of  the  best  evi- 
dence is  accounted  for.  But  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  register 
is  not,  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  best  of  evidence;  for 
these  reasons :  first,  that  registration  is  not  necessary  for  the 
marriage  itself;  secondly,  that  no  error  or  blund^]^  in  the 
register  could  afiect  the  validity  of  the  marriage ;  and,  thirdly, 
that  registration  is  not  like  an  agreement  or  a  deed  in  wri- 
ting, and  the  contents  of  which  cannot  be  proyed  by  vivd 
voce  evidence,  but  it  is  a  mere  record  afterwards  of  what  has* 
been  done;  and  no  doubt  a  very  important  record^ to  those 
who  enter  into  the  compact ;  but  it  is  a  mere  memorandum 
of  the  compact  they  enter  into,  not.  the  compact  itself.  I  am- 
encouraged  in  this  opinion  by  the  course  of  practice  in  the 
courts  of  law,  which  consider,  that,  in  order  to  establish  a 
marriage,  the  evidence  of  any  one  person  presei^t  at  the  mar- 
ris^e  is  suiEcient,  without  calling  for  the  register  at  all.^',^ 

§  272  [324].  On  a  review  of  the  authprities,  therefore,  we 
find  ourselves  as  far  from  coming  to  a  satisfactory  conclu- 
sion, as  if  no  authorities  concerning  the  proof  of  marriage  in 
matrimonial  causes  existed.  Let  us,  then,  inquire  how  the 
question  stands  on  principle,  and  on  those  doctrines  of  the 


1  Woods  V.  Woods,  2  Cart.  Be.  516,  7  £ng.  Ec.  181, 184. 
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law  of  evidence  wbich  have  been  applied  to  the  proof  of  mar- 
riage in  other  issues.  This  is  not  the  place  to  review  the 
cases  decided  on  other  issues,  and  the  principles  governing 
those  cases,  —  that  work  was  performed  in  our  first  volume ; 
but  let  it  here  be  stated,  that  such  an  examination  led  us, 
in  our  first  volume,  to  the  following  result:  When  parties 
are  living  together  as  husband'  and  wife,  the  legal  presump- 
tion, favoring  innocence,  is,  that  they  are  persons  married  to 
one  another,  and  not  persons  living  in  the  violation  of  mo- 
rality and  decency  and  law.  But  when  the  issue,  to  be  de- 
cided in  the  case,  is  such  as  to  show  that  the  one  against 
whom  it  is  decided  had  violated  morality  and  decency  and 
law  if  the  other  party  were  married  to  a  third  person,  then 
no  presumption  of  such  marriage  can  arise  simply  from  co- 
habitation as  husband  and  wife.  Thus,  if  a  man  is  sued  in 
an  action  of  criminal  conversation,  and  the  evidence  is,  that 
the  plaintiff  lived  in  the  way  of  marriage  with  a  particular 
woman,  .and  the  defendant  had  sexual  intercourse  with  the 
same  woman,  plainly  either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  has 
violated  morality  and  decency  and  law;  but  the  court  will 
not  suffer  it  to  be  inferred  from  this  balanced  presumption, 
which  of  the  parties  is  innocent,  and  which  is  guilty.  There- 
fore in  this  issue,  and  in  the  issue  which  rests  on  the  same 
reason  in  an  indictment  for  adultery,  there  must  be  direct 
proof  of  the  marriage,  in  distinction  from  this  presumptive 
tevidence.^  Where  the  direct  proof  is  required,  the  expression 
of  the  courts  sometimes  is,  that  a  foci  of  marriage  must  be 
established,  —  an' expression  neither  very  apt  in  itself,  nor 
always  well  understood  by  those  who  have  used  it. 

§  273  [325].   Applying  the  distinction  stated  in  the  last 
sectioti  to  the  divorce  suit,  we  have  the  following  result :  If* 
the  allegation  is  of  adultery,  the  marriage  cannot  be  suffi- 
ciently inferred  from  the  matrimonial  cohabitation  of  the 
parties  to  the  suit ;  tbdu'gh  vtdth  the  added  reputation  of  their 


1  See  also  Vol.  I.  i  444  and  other  aections  in  the  sanifi  CQonection ;  CUtTton  9. 
Wardell,  5  Barb.  214,  4  Comsi  230 ;  holmes  v.  Holmes,  6  La.  463» 
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being  married  persons,  which  reputation  follows  merely  as  a 
shadow  from  the  fact  of  their  dwelling  together ;  because  the 
same  benign  presumption  of  law  which  would  infer,  from 
this  living  together,  an  actual  marriage,  in  order  to  prevent 
the  inference  of  an  offence  having  been  committed,  would 
in  like  manner  and  for  the  same  reason  infer  a  marriage 
between  the  defendant  and  the  paaiiceps  criminis  ;  which  lat- 
ter inference  would  conflict  with  and  neutralize  the  former. 
ITherefore  plainly,  .upon  principle,  what  is  called* an  actual 
marriag^  must  be  proved  in  this  issue. 

§  274.  The  general  doctrine  indicated  in  the  last  section  is 
fully  sustained  by  a  late  California  case.  There  it  was  held, 
that,  in  a  divorce  suit  founded  on  adultery,  the  marriage  will 
not  be  inferred  from  matrimonial  cohabitation,  with  the  rep- 
utation of  being  married  persons,  where  the  result  of  such 
inference  is  to  prove  the  defendant  guilty  of  polygamy.  It  was 
a  case  in  which  the  defendant  had  been  married  to  the  al- 
leged particeps  criminis.  Said  Cope,  J. :  "  The  general  rule, 
that  in  actions  of  this  nature  the  marriage  may  be  inferred 
from  the  cohabitation  of  the  parties,  we  do  not  understand 
to  be  applicable.  We  cannot  indulge  this  inference  without 
presuming  that  the  defendant  has  been  gnilt]^  of  the  crime  of 
bigamy,  and  the  fact  that  it  involves  such  a  presumption  is 
sufficient  to  repel  it.  In  the  absence  of  criminative  proof,  it 
is  never  to  be  supposed,  as  a  matter  of  legal  presumption, 
that  a  person  has  violated  the  criminal  law ;  and  the  presump- 
tion in  favor  of  innocence,  says  a  learned  writer,  is  not  con- 
fined to  proceedings  instituted  with  a  view  of  punishing  the 
supposed  offence,  but  holds  in  all  civil  suits  where  it  comes 
collaterally  in  question."  And  the  court  further  deemed  this 
tesult  not  to  be  prevented  by  the  statute,  which,  as  the  judge 
observed,  ^'  provides,  that  in  prosecutions  for  bigamy  it  shall 
not  be  necessary  to  prove  either  of  the  marriages  by  the  regis- 
ter or  certificate  thereof,  or  other  record  evidence,  but  that 
the  same  may  be  proved  by  such  evidence  as  is  admissible 
to  prove  a  marriage  in  other  cases."  The  effect  of  this  stat- 
ute was  merely  to  dispense  with  the  record  as  evidence.  The 
[228] 
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judge  farther  added :  **  The  clause  providing  that  the  mar- 
riage may  be  proved  by  such  evidence  as  is  admissible  to 
prove  a  marriage 'in  other  cases,  does  not  derogate  from  this 
view ;  for  in  other  cases  there  is  no  uniform  rule  upon  the 
subject."  ^ 

§  275  [325].  Whether,  in  cases  of  cruelty,  there  must  be 
proof  of  this  marriage  in  faet,  depends  perhaps  on  the  ques- 
tion, whether,  within  the  meaning  of  our  rule,  acts  of  cruelty 
are  to  be  regarded,  like  acts  of  adultery,  as  violations  of 
morality  and  decency  and  law.  Lord  Stowell  seemed  to 
consider  them  to  be  so;  for,  in  pronouncing  his  masterly 
judgment  in  Evans  v.  Evans,  which  was  a  suit  for  cruelty, 
he  said :  '^  The  case  indeed  is  civil,  as  has  been  repeatedly  ob- 
served, bui  the  facts  undoubtedly  are  criminatJ^ '  On  the  other 
hand,  if  they  ai^e  regarded  as  criminal,  are  they  more  so,  or 
less,  if  the  parties  are  married,  than  if  they  are  not  ?  Be- 
cause, though  they  should  be  deemed  criminal,  if  their  crimi- 
nality was  not  connected  at  all  with  the  fact  of  the  marriage, 
it  could  not  enter  into  the  consideration  of  the  question. 
Then,  in  the  suit  for  desertion,  the  evidence  of  marriage,  de- 
rived from  the  former  cohabitation  x>f  the  parties,  must  be 
greatly  weakened  by  the  subsequent  desertion.  But  we  need 
not  speculate  where  the  lamp  of  judicial  authority  goes  not 
before. 

§  276  [326].  In  some  of  the  United  States,  legislation  has 
somewhat  relieved  the  courts  of  any  technical  rules,  by  pro- 
viding, that,  in  all  causes  of  divorce,  evidence  of  cohabitation 
and  repute,  and  other  like  circumstantial  testimony,  shall  be 
competent  On  this  matter,  however,  the  reader  is  referred 
to  some  observations  to  be  found  in  our  first  volume.^  . 

1  Case  V.  Case,  17  Cal.  598,  600,  601,  602. 

*  Evans  r.  Evans,  1  Hag.  Con.  35,  4  Eng.  Ec.  310,  313.  In  MassachoBetta, 
though  there  is  no  direct  reported  decision,  I  have  iinderstood  it  to  have  been 
always  the  custom  of  the  conrts  to  require  the  marriage,  in  divorce  cases,  to  be 
proved  in  the  same. way  as  in  indictments  and  actions  for  criminal  conversatioD, 
until  Stat.  1340,  c.  84,  established  another  rule.    Siee  also  ante,  ^  268,  270. 

*  Vol.  I,  S  543-545. 
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VI.     The  Proofs  and  Witnesses. 

§  277  [327].  Under  the  present  sab- title,  we  shall  mention 
only  certain  points ;  because,  in  other  connections,  we  exam- 
ine the  evidence  pertaining  to  specific  subjects  treated  of.  In 
a  suit  for  nullity  of  marriage,  by  reason  of  a  former  marriage 
still  subsisting,  the  person  with  whom  such  former  marriage 
was  contracted  cannot  be  a  witness  to  prove  it^ 

§  278  [328].  The  plaintiff,  let  us  observe  as  a  general  point, 
must  establish  the  offence  which  he  alleges.  In  England,  all 
issues  of  fact  as  well  as  of  law  were  tried  by  the  coart, 
while  these  causes  belonged  to  the  ecclesiastical  tribunals; 
but  now,  under  Stat.  20  &  21  Vict  c.  85,  §  !^,  36,  the  court 
.has  a  discretion  always  to  submit  questions  of  fact  to  a  jury, 
and  in  some  circumstances  is  compelled  to  do  so,  if  either 
party  requests.  Generally  in  the  United  States,  the  court 
used  to  try  the  issue  in  divorce  causes ;  but,  in  consequence 
of  legislation,  this  issue  is  in  many  of  the  States  submitted 
to  a  jury,  as  in  a  suit  at^  common  law.  In  respect  to  the  trial 
by  the  court.  Dr.  Lushington  once  observed :  <'  Discharging 
the  united  functions  of  judge  and  jury,  it  is  not  sufficient  for 
the  court  to  have  a  moral  conviction  of  the  guilt  of  the  party 
—  it  must  be  satisfied  that  such  conviction  is  founded  on 
legal  evidence,  applicable  to  legal  charges."  And  in  applying 
these  observations  to  the  pleadings  and  proofs  before  him,  he 
added :  ^  Looking  at  these  facts,  I  am  compelled  to  say,  that 
the  proof,  judicially  considered,  is  not  sufficient,  in  my  opin- 
ion, to  support  the  charge.  Moral  conviction  is  the  opinion 
of  a  jury  without  a  judge ;  judicial  conviction  ought  to  com- 
bine both.  I  must  have  adequate  legal  proof,  and  I  am  not 
satisfied  that  this  is  adequate.  Many  cases  have  occurred, 
and  frequently  will  occur,  in  which  mere  opinion  may  be  one 


1  Cobbe  o.  Oanton,  Milwmrd,  5S9.    And  see  SmHa  o.  Price,  S  Hag.  Con.  187, 
note,  4  Bng.  £c.  ft24. 
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way,  but  judicial  decision  the  other."  ^  It  may  be  observed, 
that  cases  of  this  kind  used  more  frequently  to  arise  in  Eng- 
land  than  they  do  in  the  United  States ;  because  here  we  are 
not  embarrassed  by  the  rule  requiring  the  concurrent  testi- 
mony of  two  witnesses,  or  of  one  with  corroborating  circum- 
stances,^—  which  rule  is  now  probably  abolished  in  England 
by  Stat  20  &  21  Vict  c.  85,  §  48,  the  words  of  which  are  : 
"  The  rules  of  evidence  observed  in  the  superior  courts  of 
common  law  at  Westminster  shall  be  applicable  to,  and  ob- 
served in,  the  trial  of  all  questions  of  fact  in  the  court"  now 
established  for  the  investigation  of  these  questions.  Yet 
here,  as  the  plaintiff  must  prove  his  case,  the  judge^  where 
the  trial  of  fact  is  by  him,  must  be  affirmatively  satisfied,  by 
the  legal  evidence  before  him,  of  the  defendant's  guilt,  or  he 
icannot  proceed  to  the  decree.^  And  if  the  plaintiff  sets  up 
a  false  case,  the  suspicions  of  the  judge  will  be  particularly 
aroused.*  So  while  ^*  allegation  without  proof  passes  for 
nothing,  proof  without  allegation  passes  for  nothing.  This 
is  the  rule  in  reference  to  all  proceedings  in  court."  ^ 

§  279  [329].  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  state,  that,  where  a 
cause  of  divorce  has  occurred,  the  n^arriage  is  not  dissolved 
thereby ;  but  remains  in  full  force  until  the  sentence  of  the 
court  declares  its  dissolution.^ 

§  280  [330].  One  general  observation  may  be  made  con- 
cerning witnesses  in  these  suits.  The  witnesseb  are  often 
the  relatives,  friends,  or  dependents  of  one  or  both  of  the 
parties ;  and  so  they  have  usually  a  strong  feeling,  perhaps  a 
prejudice,  in  favor  of  one  or  the  other  of  them.  Still  their 
testimony  is  not  to  be  therefore  rejected  ;  ^  but,  in  weighing 


'  Caton  9.  Caton,  13  Jar.  481,  4d2,  438. 
<  Atkins  v.  Atkine,  Vol.  1,  ^  729,  note. 

*  Friend  v.  Friend,  Wright,  639.    And  see  Brainard  o.  Brainard,  Wright,  854. 

*  Dnnn  r.  Dnnn,  3  Philiim.  403,  1  Eng.  £c.  280,  285. 

*  Foy  V.  Foj,  13  Ire.  90,  95 ;  Johnson  v,  Jbhnson,  4  Wis.  185. 
«  Wells  r.  Thompson,  18  Ala.  793. 

1  Lockwood  c.  Lockwood,  2  Cart.  £c.  281,  282,  7  Eng.  Be.  114, 115. 
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ity  the  court  will  take  into  consideration  all  the  circomstanceB 
by  which  it  may  be  affected.  This  subject  has  received  the 
fre({uent  animadversion  of  the  English  judges ;  and  they  have 
considered!  that,  in  matters  of  opinion,  such  witnesses  are  to 
be  distrusted ;  in  matters  of  fact,  to  be  credited.  The  pre- 
sumption is,  that  near  relatives  will  be  biassed  toward  those 
to  whom  they  are  related,  servants  and  dependents  toward 
those  by  whom  they  are  employed.  In  respect  to  the  chil- 
dren of  the  parties,  no  such  presumption  arises  either  way, 
but  they  are  liable  to  bias  and  partisanship.^ 

§  281.  The  foregoing,  somewhat  detached  points,  are  ail 
which  it  was  deemed  necessary  to  be  inserted  in  this  connec- 
tion, in  the  earlier  edition?  of  this  work.  Something  more 
should  be  added  here.  As  cdready  intimated,  one  witness, 
uncorroborated  was  not  received  as  sufficient  in  the  ecclesi- 
astical courts  to  establish  any  fact ;'  as,  for  instance,  to  prove 
a  charge  of  adultery.^  But  in  civil  ecclesiastical  suits,  which 
class  includes  divorce  suits,  the  defendant  was,  as  already  ex- 
plained,^ obliged  to  answer  under  oath  the  plaintiff's  allega- 
tions,—  the  object  of  the  answers  being  to  benefit  the  party 
requiring  them,  and,  in  the  words  of  Sir  John  Nicholl,  <'to 
save  the  necessity  of  taking  evidence ; "  and,  in  cases  other 
than  divorce,  no  witnesses  are  necessary  to  corroborate  the 
answers,  and  the  court  may  proceed  to  sentence  upon  them 
alone.  ^  <f  The  right  of  the  party  to  exact  answers  depends 
on  the  form  of  proceeding.  If  the  suit  be  prosecuted  by 
articles  [that  is,  if  it  be  a  suit  criminal  in  form],  on  no 


1  Lockwood  o.  Lockwood,  2  Curt.  Ec.  SSI,  289,  7  Eng.  Be.  lU,  118 ;  Saanden 
9.  Sannden,  5  Notes  Gas.  413,  417,  I  Robertson,  549,  555 ;  D'A^ar  v.  D'Agni- 
lar,  1  Hag.  Ec.  773,  782,  3  Eng.  Ec.  329,  335 ;  Dillon  v,  Dillon,  3  Curt.  Ec.  86, 
102,  7  Eng.  Ec.  377.  And  see  The  State  v.  Nash,  8  Ire.  35 ;  Cioocio  o.  Cioccio, 
26  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  604,  613,  1  Spinks,  121 ;  Chesnntt  v,  Chesnntt,  I  Spinks,  196 ; 
8.  c.  nom,  C.  9.  C.  28  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  608. 

*  2  Bora  Ec.  Law,  238,  tit.  Evidence. 

*  Evans  o.  Evans,  1  Robertson,  165.  *  Ante,  ^  217. 

*  Qatton  V.  Cheny,  2  PhiUim.  378, 385;  Morgan  ».  Hopkins,  2  FhiUim.  582, 
584 ;  Clarke  v.  Donee,  2  Phiilim.  835,  839 ;  Saunders  o.  Saunders,  1 1  Jnr.  738, 
1  Robertson,  549. 
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account  can  answers  be  at  all  exacted.  In  a  civil  cause,  a 
contrary  rule  prevailH,  answers  are  due ;  but  engrafted  on 
that  rule  is  this  exception,  that  the  party  giving  in  his  an- 
swers is  entitled  to  object  to  so  much  of  a  plea  as  may  crim- 
inate himself."  Therefore  where  the  suit  was  for  divorce 
on  the  ground  of  adultery,  the  learned  judge  held,  that  the 
defendant  wife  was  not  bound  to  answer  to  matters  alleged, 
which,  though  not  criminatory  on  their  face,  might  by  possi- 
bility furnish  a  link  in  the  chain  of  evidence  against  herself.^ 
The  answer  is  evidence  only  when  read  as  such  by  the 
opposite  party,  who  may,  if  he  pleases,  decline  to  read  it 
altogether  ;^  though,  under  peculiar  circumstances,  the  court 
will,  of  its  own  motion,  look  into  the  answers.^ 

§  282.  Now,  the  common  law  rule  does  not  require  two 
witnesses,  or  one  witness  with  corroborating  circumstances,, 
to  establish  any  fact;  and  no  case  has  ever  occurred  in  this 
country,  and  found  its  way  into  the  published  reports,  where- 
in this  doctrine  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  has  been  enforced. 
Neither  is  there  any  case  wherein  the  personal  answers  of  the 
parties  to  each  other's  allegations,  considered  purely  as  matter 
of  evidence  and  not  of  pleading,  and  concerning  the  main 
matter  of  the  cause,  have  been  required  to  stand  in  the  place 
of  the  proofs  by  witnesses.  How  it  is  in  respect  to  the  alle- 
gation of  faculties,  and  the  like,  we  shall  consider  in  another 
chapter.  When  the  proceeding  is  in  equity,  and  the  defendant 
answers  the  bill,  the  effect  qf  such  an  answer  depends  upon 
principles  not  necessary  to  be  here  particularly  discussed.^ 
In  England  at  present,  by  force  of  statutes,  the  parties  can 


1  King  V.  King,  2  Bobeitson,  153.  And  see  Scholfeen  v.  Hodgson,  1  Add. 
£c  105 ;  Dysart  v.  Dysart,  5  Cart  £c.  543 ;  Simmons  r.  Simmons,  1  Robertson, 
566. 

*  Oliyer  v.  Heathoote,  2  Add.  Ec.  35,  41 ;  Sannders  v.  Saunders,  1 1  Jar.  738, 
1  Bobertson,  549. 

•  Dalrymple  o.  Dab7mple,  2  Hag.  Con.  54, 127 ;  Best  v.  Best,  2  Fhillim.  161, 
169. 

«  See  Moyler  if.  Moyler,  11  AU.  620  ;'Haghes  o.  Haghes,  19  Ala.  307 ;  Rich- 
mond V.  Richmond,  10  Teig.  343;  Mosser  v.  Mosser,  29  Ala.  313;  Biiller  v. 
Miller,  Saxton,  386. 

20*  [288] 


I  284  GBNB&AL  PUINOIPLRS  OF  FROORDTTSB.         [BOOK  in. 

respectively  take  the  stand  as  witnesses  in  divorce  causes ; 
yet  neither  one  can  compel  the  other  to  testify  to  adultery, 
or  otherwise  to  criminate  himself.^  And  there  are  some  of 
oar  States  in  which  a  like  result  comes  through  recent  legis- 
lation. 

§  283.  In  Maine,  it  having  been  provided  by  statute,  that 
^  no  person  shall  be  excused  or  excluded  from  being  a  witness 
in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding  at  law  or  jn  equity,  by  reason 
of  his  interest  in  the  event  of  the  same,  as  party  or  other- 
wise," except,  &c.  (the  exceptions  not  being  important  to  the 
point),  the  court  held,  that  the  libellant,  in  a  divorce  cause, 
could  not  be  a  witness  for  himself  under  this  statute.  It  was 
observed  by  the  judge,  that  the  common  law  disqualification 
of  husband  and  wife  to  be  witnesses  against  each  other,  rests 
upon  other  principles  than  *'  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit, 
as  party  or  otherwise."  *'  Its  foundation  is  in  the  public  good. 
It  strikes  deeper  than  mere  questions  of  interest,  and  is  based 
upon  reasons  of  public  policy."'  So  in  Vermont,  where  a 
statute  provided,  that "  no  person  shall  be  disqualified  as  a 
witness  in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding,  at  law  or  in  equity, 
by  reason  of  his  interest  in  the  event  of  the  same,  as  a  party 
or  othenVise,"  husband  and  wife  were  held  not  to  be  com* 
petent  to  testify  on  the  main  issue  in  a  divorce  suit  brought 
by  the  one  against  the  other.  It  was  deemed  that  the  statute 
did  .not  remove  the  rule  of  policy  on  which  the  exclusion 
properly  rests.* 

§  284.  In  Massachusetts,  it  was  provided  by  Stat  1857,  c 
305,  reenacted  Oen.  Stats,  c  131,  §  14,  that  the  parties  might 
be  witnesses  in  civil  actions  and  proceedings,  including, 
among  the  rest,  <' divorce  suits  (except  those  in  which  a 
divorce  is  sought  on  the  ground  of  alleged  adultery  of 
either  party)";  and  it  was  added,  that  ^4n  any  such  case 


1  And  Bee,  on  thk  snbject,  Fyne  v^  Pyne,  1  Swab,  ft  T.  17S. 
>  Dwellj  V.  Dwelly,  46  Maine,  377,  opinion  by  MAy,  J. 
*  Manchester  v,  Manchester,  i4  Vt.  649. 
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in  which  the  wife  is  a  party  of  one  of  the  parties,  she  and 
her  husband  shall  be  competent  witnesses  for  and  against 
each  other,  but  they  shall  not  be  allowed  to  testify  as  to  pri* 
vate  conversations  with  each  other."  And  it  was  observed 
by  Dewey,  J^  in  giving  interpretation  to  this  latter  clause: 
^  Mere  abusive  language,  addressed  by  one  party  to  the 
other,  when  they  were  not  in  conversation,  might  be  the 
subject  of  testimony  by  the  party  to  whom  it  was  addressed, 
and  would  be  competent  evidence."^ 

§  285  [447].  In  cases  of  adultery,  the  custom  of  the  ecclesi- 
astical courts  has  been  to  interrogate  the  witnesses  respecting 
their  belief,  whether,  at  the  times  testified  to  by  them,  adul* 
tery  was  in  fact  committed.  The  reason  assigned  is,  that  the 
judge,  though  not  bound  by  the  opinion  given,  has  a  right  to 
know  what  the  opinion  is,  and  son^etimes  he  places  reliance 
upon  it.^  Yet  if  a  witness  stops  short,  and  decliaes  or  omits 
to  state  his  belief  of  the  consummation  of  the  offence,  the 
judge,  put  on  his  guard  to  see  whether  there  is  any  ground 
for  the  witness's  scepticism,  draws  his  own  conclusion, 
which,  instead  of  the  witness's,  must  prevail.^  This  coarse 
is  a  wide  departure  from  ordinary  rules  of  evidence ;  and 
there  is  no  reported  instance  of  its  having  been  followed  in 
any  of  the  Americaa  tribunals.  Perhaps  it  may  be  deemed 
a  peculiarity,  like  that  of  requiriag  more  than  one  witness  to 
tb^  principal  fact^^  attaching  to  the  ecclesiastical  courts, 
rather  than  to  the  subject-matter,  and  not  to  be  followed 
elsewhere  ;^  or  perhaps  it  may  do  when  the  judge  is  to 
decide  upon  the  effect  of  the  testimony,  whUe  it  would  be 
unsafe  to  submit  such  evidence  to  a  jtiry.^ 


1  French  v.  French,  U  Grey,  186, 188. 

^  Crewe  0.  Crewe,  d  Hag.  Ec.  123,  5  Eng.  Ec.  45,  47,  51. 

*  Elwes  9.  Jllwei,  1  Hag.  Con.  269, 4  Eng.  Ec.  401, 405.    And  see  Atkinsoo  9. 
Atkinson,  2  Add.  Ec.  484,  2  Eng.  Ec.  387. 

^  Simmons  p*  Simmons,  5  Notes  Caa..324,  11  Jnr.  830;  Emns  v.  Eyana,  1 
Robertson,  165. 

*  See  2  Greenl.  £y.  3d  ed.  §  48 ;  Atkins  v.  Atkins,  YoL  L  f  729,  note ;  Donlap 
V.  Dnnlap,  Wright»  559;  Sih^ffieldi^.  Sheffield,  3  Tescas,  79. 

*  And  See  Cameron  v.  The  State,  14  Ala.  546.     In  the  case  of  Leaiy  v.  Leaiy, 
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§  286.  In  a  Pennsylvania"  case,  Lowrie,  C.  J.,  observed : 
**  The  mere  opinions  of  the  witnesses  about  the  probable  effect 
of  the  husband's  condact  on  the  wife  were,  of  course,  improper 
evidence." '  Upon  an  indictment  for  adultery  before  the  Ala- 
bama court  it  was  held,  that  the  witnesses  must  depose  to 
facts,  and  cannot  give  an  opinion  as  to  the  guilt  of  the  party 
qharged  with  the  offence.  Yet  the  court  intimate,  that  pos- 
sibly a  different  rule  may  prevail  in  divorce  cases.  '*  The 
opinion  of  the  witnesses  might,"  said  the  judge,  ^  greatly 
assist  the  chancellor  in  determining  whether  the  offence  was 
connived  at,  or  whether  there  had  been  a  condonation."^  It 
is  difficult,  however,  to  perceive  how  the  opinion  of  a  witness 
cau  be  any  more  relevant  to  the  issue  of  connivance,  or  con- 
donation, than  to  the  issue  of  adultery  itself.  And  there  can 
be  little  doubt,  that  the  true  rule  is  to  accept  the  opinions  of 
witnesses  in  these  cases,  as  in  any  other,  only  when  they 
testify  as  experts,  and  the  like. 

§  287.  In  this  class  of  suits  it  sometimes  becomes  neces- 
sary to  introduce  evidence  of  a  nature  somewhat  indelicate ; 
and,  though  its  indelicacy  cannot  be  pointed  to  as  a  ground 
of  exclusion  where  the  ends  of  justice  will  best  be  subserved 
by  receiving  it,  yet  each  practitioner,  treading  along  the  line 
which  separates  the  necessarily  from  the  unnecessarily  indel- 
icate, will  be  careful  to  avoid  stepping  on  the  forbidden  side. 
In  a  Florida  case  in  which  this  principle  was  involved,  it 
was  said  by  Baltzell,  C.  J. :  ^'  Although  courts  may  not  refuse 
to  consider  details,  however  offensive  and  disgusting,  when 
such  become  necessary  in  the  course  of  investigation,  yet 
they  may  and  should  always  require  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses to  be  conducted  in  a  spirit  of  due  delicacy,  avoiding 
vulgar  and  obscene  language."' 


18  Ga.  696,  some  opinions  of  the  witness  were  receiYed,  bat  not  to  the  foil  extant 
indicated  in  the  ecclesiastical  practice. 

I  Richards  v.  Richards;  1  Wright,  Pa.  SS5,  S28. 

>  Cagieroa  v.  The  State,  14  Ala.  546,  551,  opinion  bj  Collier,  C.  J. 

*  Abemathy  o.  Abemaihy,  &FUl  2M3,  259. 
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§  28B 


§  288.  There  are,  pertaining  to  the  evidence,  various  other 
points,  of  a  sufficiently  general  nature  to  find  place  here; 
but,  the  reader  having  been  already  apprized,  that  the  courts 
follow,  in  divorce  causes,  those  general  rules  of  evidence 
which  guide  them  in  other  matters,  except  when  the  nature 
of  the  question  requires  a  departure 'from  them,  it  is  deemed 
best  this  chapter  should  be  here  brought  to  a  close. 

[287] 
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§  289  [262.]  Suits  for  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony, 
for  separation  or  divorce  a  mensd  et  thoro^  and  for  nullity  of 
marriage,  are  governed  substantially  by  principles  of  uniform 
applicability ;  and  those  principles  have  been  and  are  to  be 
unfolded  in  other  connections.  Some  considerations,  however, 
relating  specially  to  this  suit  of  nullity,  will  now  be  stated. 
Already  it  has  been  mentioned  in  these  pages,  that,  in  Eng- 
land, any  person  having  an  interest  in  a  supposed  marriage, 
may  promote  a  suit  to  test  its  validity.^  Whether  the  right 
in  this  country  extends  beyond  the  mere  parties  to  the  mar- 
riage appears  to  be  an  open  question.  And  though  a  void 
marriage  needs  no  sentence  to  make  it  null,  practically  a 
sentence  of  nullity  in  respect  of  such  a  marriage  is  often  of 
great  importance  to  the  parties  and  to  the  community.' 

§  290  [263].  Besides  the  suit  of  nullity,  mentioned  in  the 
last  section,  the  English  practice  furnishes  another  proceed- 
ing, sometimes,  yet  rarely,  resorted  to  in  England,^  called  a 
suit  of  jactitation  of  marriage ;  which  suit  accomplishes,  hi 
a  certain  aspect,  substantially  what  is  done  by  a  suit  of  nul- 
lity. In  it  the  man,  for  instance,  for  it  may  be  carried  on  by 
either  party,  complains  that  the  woman  has  maliciously  and 
without  authority  boasted  of  being  his  wife,  and  prays  to 


»  Vol.  I.  s  100. 

*  See  Wightman  o.  Wightman,  4  Johns.  Ch.  843,  346 ;  Pattenon  o.  Gaines, 
6  How.  U.  S.  550,  593  ;  Martin  v.  Martin,  22  Ala.  86 ;  Vol.  I.  \  299,  800. 

*  See  1  Lee,  16  note,  5  Eng.  Ec.  289. 
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have  her  enjoined  silence  respecting  such  boasting.  There 
are  three  defences  to  this  suit ;  either,  first,  a  denial  of  the 
boasting ;  or,  secondly,  an  averment  of  a  valid  marriage  sub- 
sisting ;  or,  thirdly,  an  averment  that  the  plaintiff  permitted 
the  defendant  to  assume  the  character  of  husband  or  wife. 
Where,  and  only  where,  this  second  defence  is  made,  the 
suit  becomes  substantially  one  of  nullity.^  It  is  a  proceed- 
ing, however,  which  appears  to  be  unknown  in  the  United 
States. 

§  291  [264].  In  the  United  States,  as  already  observed,' 
we  have  never  had  ecclesisastical  courts ;  and,  before  other 
tribunals  can  take  cognizance  of  causes  ecclesiastical,  they 
must  receive  statutory  authority.  Therefore  a  cour.t  of  equity 
cannot  entertain  jurisdiction  to  avoid  a  marriage  for  impo- 
tence,' or  for  any  other  like  canonical  defect  But  in  some 
cases  of  void  marriages,  our  equity  courts  interfere  under 
their  ordinary  powers.  Thus  they  have  inherent  jurisdiction 
over  all  questions  of  fraud,  mistake,  duress,  and  lunacy ;  and, 
when  a  marriage  is  alleged  to  be  void  by  reason  of  one  of 
these  impediments,  they  ordinarily  entertain  the  suit  for 
having  it  so  declared.  The  reason  is,  that,  although  where, 
as  in  England,  there  are  ecclesiastical  tribunals,  and  perhaps 
where,  in  this  country,  another  forum  has  been  provided, 
equity  does  not  entertain  such  suits,  still  the  jurisdiction  is 
inherent  in  the  equity  court ;  slumbering,  when  it  slumbers, 
ooly  out  of  deference  to  the  other  more  appropriate  tribunal.^ 
And  it  has  been  held,  that,  if  a  woman  itaarries  a  man,  the 
marriage  being  void  because  of  his  having  a  former  wife 


1  Bodkin  v.  Cano,  MQward,  855;  Walton  v.  Rider,  1  Lee,  16,  5  Eng.  Ec.  S89; 
Hawke  v.  Corn,  2  Hag.  Ck>n.  280. 

«  Vol.  I.  S  69,  71.  •  Vol.  I.  S  178,  note. 

*  Perry  v.  Perry,  2  Paige,  501 ;  Wightman  o.  Wightman,  4  Johns.  Ch.  348, 
446;  Bartifl  o.  Bartis,  Hopkins,  557;  Clark  v.  Field,  13  Vt  460;  Fomshill  v. 
Mnnay,  I  Bland,  479,  483 ;  Helms  o.  Frandscns,  2  Bland,  544,  579 ;  Ferlat  v, 
Gojon,  Hopkins,  478.  And  see  Almond  9.  Almond,  4  Rand.  662;  Keyes  v. 
Keyee,  2  Fost.  N.  H.  553.  Qneiy,  whether  a  coort  of  equity  can  take  jorisdlction 
to  declare  a  marriage  noil  on  acooont  of  dnress.  See  Hidings  v.  Hnlings,  2  West. 
I<aw  Jonr.  131.  . 
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living,  she  can  maintain  her  suit  in  equity  for  the  rents, 
profits,  and  redelivery  to  her  of  the  property  whereof  he 
obtained  possession  under  the '  marriage ;  and  that,  in  this 
suit,  the  court  will  incidentally  declare  the  marriage  void.^ 

§392  [265].  The  South  Carolina  Ck)urt  of  Chancery, 
however,  refuses  to  entertain  suits  of  nullity  by  reason  of 
fraud,  though  the  law  of  the  State  has  provided  no  other 
jurisdiction.  ^'  The  distinction,"  observed  Dunkin,  Ch.,  sitting 
in  the  Court  of  Errors,  "  between  the  authority  to  declare  a 
marriage  null  and  void,  or  to  grant  a  divorce,  has  no  sanction 
either  in  reason  or  authority.  The  same  general  principle 
which  would  authorize  courts  of  equity  to  declare  a  contract 
void  for  want  of  consent,  would  require  them  to  interfere 
in  cases  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  and  declare  the  con- 
tract no  longer  obligatory  on  one  party  when  the  other  had 
refused  to  perform  the  duties  imposed  by  it.  But  no  court, 
either  in  England  or  in  the  United  States,  has  ever  declared 
a  marriage  null  and  void  in  its  inception,  which  did  not  at 
the  same  time  assume,  as  a  necessary  incident,  the  authority 
to  divorce  the  parties,  in  England  a  mensd  et  thoro^  in  our 
sister  States  a  vinctdo.^^^  The  weight  of  this  decision,  as 
one  of  general  law  to  guide  the  courts  of  other  States,  is 
greatly  impaired  by  the  fact  of  the  judges  having  misappre- 
hended the  distinction  elsewhere  taken,  and  having  erred  in 
supposing'  there  were  no  authorities  contrary  to  their  de- 
cision. 

§  293  [266].  The  statutes  of  North  Carolina  give  juris- 
diction to  certain  courts  "in  all  cases  of  applications  for 
divorce ; "  and,  after  specifying  certain  sufficient  offences, 
provide,  that  they  may  interfere  where  "  any  other  just  cause 
of  divorce  exists."  And  it  is  there  held,  as  it  is  also  under 
similar  statutes  elsewhere,  that,  though  a  sentence  of  nullity 

.    ^  TooQg  V.  Naylor,  1  Hill,  Ch,  aSS.    See  McDonald  v.  Flomifig,  IS  B.  Moor. 
15. 
*  ICattuon  V,  MattiBon,  1  Strob.  £q.  887,  393. 
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is  not  properly  a  divorce,  yet,  under  this  provision,  jurisdic- 
tion may  be  taken  whenever  there  has  been  a  marriage  de 
faciOj  to  declare  it  void,^  But  in  most  of  the  States,  statutes 
regulate  this  matter  of  jurisdiction  in  so  clear  terms  as  to 
leave  no  room  for  question. 

§  294  [267].  While,  as  already  observed.^  a  suit  for  nullity 
follows  substantially  the  same  rules  as  a  suit  for  divorce,  yet, 
let  us  here  add,  it  cuts  deeper  into  the  soil  of  consequences 
thain  the  divorce  suit;  because  the  interests  and  rights  of 
third  persons  are  more  affected  by  it.  The  children  especially 
have  their  legitimacy  or  illegitimacy  irrevocably  established 
by  this  suit,  not  by  a  suit  for  divorce.  Therefore  it  has  been 
said  to  be  a  more  highly  privileged  suit;^  while  it  excites,  to 
*  even  a  greater  degree,  the  vigilance  and  caution  of  the  court.* 
Yet  where  a  case  is  sufficiently  made  out,  the  court  has  no 
discretion,  but  it  must  proceed  to  the  sentence.^  It  is  of  no 
avail,  tnat  the  defendant  is  innocent  of  any  intent  to  do 
wrong,  or  that  the  plaintiff  is  in  fact  the  more  guilty  party.* 
Yet  these  considerations  may  have  weight  with  the  judge 
when  a  discretionary  power  is  invoked ;  therefore,  in  the  ec- 
clesiastical practice,  a  cause  will  not  be  rescinded  after  a 
hearing,  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  fact  of  the  mar- 
riage, the  nullity  of  which  he  sets  up,  if  his  conduct  appears 
not  to  have  been  meritorious.^ 


^  Johnson  v.  Kincade,  2  Ire.  £q.  470;  Scrogg:inB  v.  Scrogg^ns,  3  Der.  536; 
Bitter  v.  Ritler,  5  Blackf.  81 ;  Hamaker  v.  Hamaker,  18  Bl.  137. 

*  Ante,  f  289.  *  Bntler  v.  Butler,  Milward,  66,  62. 

*  Harford  v.  Morris,  2  Hag.  Con.  423,  4  Eng.  £c.  575 ;  Wright  v.  Elwood, 
1  Cnrt.  Ec.  662,  666 ;  Wright  v,  Ellwood,  2  Hag.  Ec.  698,  4  Eng.  Ec.  216 ;  Legge 
V.  Dnmbleton,  9  Jar.  144. 

*  Cobbe  V.  Garston,  Milward,  529 ;  Vol.  I.  S  186. 

*  McCarthy  v.  DeCralx,  2  CI.  &  F.  568,  note;  Milee  r.  Chilton,  1  Bobertson, 
684.    And  see  Vol.  I.  S  151>  214,  267,  294,  300,  820,  333. 

7  Nokee  v,  Milward,  2  Add.  Ec.  386,  2  Eng.  Ec.  356,  365. 
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CHAPTER    XVIL 

THB  PARTIES  AND   THB  BRINGING   OF  THE  SUIT. 

Sbot.  296.  IntroduotioD. 

296-301.  Who  may  be  original  Parties  in  Divorce  and  Nullity  Salts. 

802-808.  The  Matter  as  respeots  the  Incapacity  of  a  Party. 

809, 810.  Intervention  of  third  Persons  as  Parties. 

811-816.  Bringing  the  Party  into  Conrt  by  Notice. 

816-821.  Gross-Suits,  Suits  pending,  and  taking  Advantage  of  Matter  transpired 

since  Suit  commenced. 

§  295.  In  this  chapter  the  following  matters  will  be  brought 
under  review :  1.  Who  may  be  original  Parties  in  a  Divorce 
or  Nullity  Suit;  II.  The  Matter  as  respects  the  Incapacity 
of  one  or  both  of  the  Parties ;  IIL  The  Intervention  of  third 
Persbns  as  Parties ;  IV.  The  Bringing  of  a  Party  into  Court 
by  Notice;  V.  Cross-Suits,  Suits  pending,  and  taking  Ad- 
vantage of  Matter  which  has  transpired  since  Suit  com- 
menced. 


I.  Who  may  be  original  Parties  in  Divorce  and  Nullify  Suits. 

§  296.    The  plain  proposition,  which  needs  no  elucidation, 
is,  that  the  real  or  supposed  husband  or  wife  may  be  a  party 
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plaintiff  or  defendant  in  every  suit  instituted  to  declare  the 
marriage  void,  or  to  suspend  its  operation  by  a  decree  of 
divorce  a  mensd  et  thorOj  or  .to  break  the  vinctUum  by  reason 
of  an  offence  against  the  marriage  committed  since  its 
institution.  And  the  proposition  is  true  as  a  general  one, 
that,  in  none  of  these  suits,  can  any  third  persons  stand  in 
the  place  of  the  supposed  husband  or  wife,  so  as  to  prevent 
the  necessity  of  making  him  or  her  a  (>arty;  and  that,  who- 
ever else  may  be  parties,  both  husband  and  wife  must  be 
such,  the  one  as  plaintiff  and  the  other  as  defendant  And 
in  some  of  our  States,  there  are  statutes  which  make  this 
result  always  inevitable.  Thus  it  has  been  held  in  Vermont, 
on  a  consideration  of  the  statutory  provisions,  that  it  is 
fatal  to  a  petition  for  divorce  not  to  be  signed  by  the  libel* 
lant,  and  for  the  summons  to  be  signed  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace.^  And  in  Massachusetts,  where  it  was  provided  that 
the  libel  ^'  shall  be  signed  by  the  libellant,  if  of  sound  mind 
and  of  the  age  of  legal  consent  to  a  marriage,"  the  court 
held,  that  the  libel  must  be  subscribed  by  the  party  in  person, 
and  it  was  not  sufficient  subscribed  by  attorney,  though  un- 
der power  conferred  in  a  letter  of  attorney.*  Plainly,  there- 
fore, the  effect  of  this  legislation  is  to  cut  off  any  common- 
law  right,  if  such  existed,  in  any  third  person,  to  bring  the 
suit  in  such  third  person's  own  name. 

§  297.  The  practice  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts  admits  of 
great  flexibility  in  the  proceedings,  as  well  in  respect  to  the 
parties  as  in  respect  to  other  matters.     Indeed,  this  practice 


i  Philbrick  V,  Philbrick,  27  Vt.  786. 

*  Qould  V.  Oonld,  1  Met.  388 ;  and  see  post,  \  308.  Before  the  statute  w«0 
passed,  in  WUlard  v.  Willard,  4  Blass.  506,  the  court  sustained  the  libel  signed  bj 
attomej,  on  proof  that  it  was  anthorised  by  the  libelUint,  "  bat  caationed  the  bar 
against  such  a  practice  in  fatore."  In  Winslow  v,  Winslow,  7  Biass.  96,  decided 
also  previons  to  the  statute,  the  libel  was  signed  bj  a  guardian  who  had  been  ap- 
pointed bj  the  judge  of  probate  over  the  libellant  as  a  spendthrift.  **  The  court 
said  it  would  be  monstrous  to  dissolve  a  marriage  upon  such  an  ^plication.  It 
could  not  be  known  that  the  par^  ever  gave  his  asaent  to  the  prosecution.  If  he 
is  desir»UB  of  a  divorce,  and  has  sufficient  ground  to  obtain  one,  lie  must  file  his 
libel  in  his  own  name." 
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is,  as  regards  this  particular  quality  of  flexibility,  and  con- 
sequent aptitude  to  suit  itself  to  the  justice  of  varying 
cases,  far  superior  to  the  practice  either  of  the  common  law 
or  the  equity  tribunals.  According  to  the  report  of  one  case 
which  occurred  before  an  Ecclesiastical  Court,  the  husband 
was  in  the  East  Indies,  a  minor,  and  the  wife  had  committed 
adultery  in  England  ;  upon  which  facts,  the  father  employed 
counsel,  who  appeared  before  the  court  and  "prayed  the 
court  to  appoint  the  father  of  the  husband  his  guardian,  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  suit  on  his  behalf.  He  sub- 
mitted, that,  unless  the  court  were  to  do  so,  great  injury 
might  be  sustained  by  the  husband,  as  the  evidence  of 
adultery  might  be  lost."  The  court  granted  the  prayer  of 
the  father,  but  directed  that  the  case  should  not  proceed  to 
judgment  until  the  son's  approbation  and  confirmation  of 
the  proceedings  should  be  obtained.^ 

§  298.  We  have  mentioned  already  the  point,  that,  in 
England,  any  person  having  an  interest  in  a  supposed  mar- 
riage may  maintain  a  suit,  in  his  own  name,  to  Have  its 
nullity  declared.^  For  example,  a  father  may  maintain  a 
suit  to  declare  null  the  marriage  of  his  daughter,  even 
though  she  is  of  age.^  In  like  manner,  a  sister  may  proceed 
to  have  the  marriage  of  her  brother  declared  void  as  incestu- 
ous.^ It  has  been  laid  down  in  North  Carolina,  —  the  suit 
being  in  equity,  —  that,  where  a  marriage  is  supposed  to  be 
void  by  reason  of  the  insanity  of  a  party,  the  guardian  of 
such  party  may  bring  a  bill  to  have  it  so  declared,  either  in 
the  guardian's  name,  or  in  the  name  of  the  lunatic  by  guar- 
dian, at  his  election.  But  the  court  seemed  to  deem  the 
latter  coprse  the  better  one ;  "  because,"  in  the  language  of 
Ruffin,  C.  J.,  "upon  suspending  the  commission  [of  guar- 
dianship] pendente  lUe^  for  the   restoration   of  the  party's 


1  Moigan  9.  Morgan,  2  Cort.  £c.  679. 
«  Vol.  X.  SnO\  ante,  §289. 

*  Raj  V.  Sherwood,  1  Cnrt.  £c.  193,  IE.  F.  Moor«,  853,  396,  400. 
«  Faremonth  o.  WatBon,  1  PhiUim.  356. 
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reason,  the  case  would  be  proceeded  in  without  the  necessity 
of  a  supplemental  bill  by  the  lunatic  to  procure  the  benefit 
of  the  proceedings  as  far  as  they  had  gone."  ^ 

§  299.  Where  the  proceeding  is  in  equity,  and  the  plain- 
tiff wife,  who  will  be  entitled  if  she  prevails  to  a  share  in  her 
husband's  estate  or  to  alimony  out  of  it,  suspects  her  hus* 
band  to  have  conveyed  away  such  estate  or  some  portion  of 
it  to  a  third  person  to  defraud  her  of  her  rights,  she  is  at  lib- 
erty to  join  suoh  third  person  with  her  husband  as  defendant 
But  such  third  person  cannot  be  the  only  defendant,  the 
husband  must  be  made  a  party  defendant  also;  since  the 
wife  would  have  no  right  against  the  third  person  <<  until  she 
had  established  her  right  against  her  husband,  which  she 
could  not  do  without  making  him  a  defendant"^  There- 
fore, where  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  wife  against  the  husband, 
for  a  separation  from  bed  and  board  by  reason  of  cruel  treat- 
ment, and  the  assignees  of  the  husband's  life  interest  in  the 
wife's  real  estate  were  made  defendants,  and  the  husband 
died  before  a  decree,  but  the  wife  failed  to  make  out  a  case 
which  would  have  entitled  her  to  a  decree  of  separation  if 
the  husband  had  lived  until  the  hearing,  it  was  held,  that  the 
other  defendants  might  have  the  bill  dismissed,  as  to  them, 
with  bost^  This  is  plain ;  and  it  seems  scarcely  less  plain 
on  principle,  that  the  suit  itself  would  abate  with  the  death 
of  the  husband,  wherefore  no  decree  could  be  rendered 
against  the  third  parties,  even  though  the  evidence  against 
the  husband  was  ample. 

§  300.  If  a  wife  has  a  separate  estate,  and  the  husband 
has  squandered  it,  besides  furuishing  her  ground  for  a  di- 
vorce, and  if  the  proceeHiAg  for  a  divorce  is  in  equity,  she 
may  unite  the  divorce  cause  and  the  other  claim  for  property 

^  Cmmp  V.  Morgan,  8  Ire.  Eq.  91, 102. 

s  Foster  v.  Hall,  2  J.  J.  liar.  546,  547 ;  McOroeklin  p.  McCrocklin,  2  B.  Monr. 
370 ;  Kaflhaw  v.  Kashaw,  3  Cal.  312.  And  see  Cropsey  v.  McKinney,  30  Barb 
47. 

s  Sachett  v.  Qiles,  3  Barb.  Ch.  204.' 
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in  one  bill.  Said  Handy,  J.,  speaking  of  the  latter  claim : 
''  It  was  certainly  a  right  which  she  was  entitled  to  enforce 
in  some  form.  She  could  not  assert  it  by  an  action  at  law, 
because  she  was  incapable  of  suing  him  at  law.  Her  reme- 
dy, then,  for  the  recovery  of  her  separate  property  was  in 
equity,  and  no  reason  is  perceive^  why  she  should  not  unite 
her  several  causes  of  complaint  against  her  husband  in  one 
bill,  instead  of  bringing  two  suits,"  &c  '^  It  is  justified  by 
the  equitable  rule  of  preventing  multiplicity  of  suits."  ^ 

§  301.  It  cannot  be  disguised  that  the  foregoing  Views  are 
inadequate  to  meet  all  the  difficulties,  which,  under  this  head, 
will  beset  practitioners  in  the  different  States.  ^  Yet  each 
practitioner  must  study  the  peculiar  jurisprudence  of  his 
own  State,  study  its  statutes,  and  study  the  general  course 
of  the  courts;  this  is  required  of  him  under  all  circum- 
stances; and,  if  he  has  done  this  work  well,  he  will  have 
little  need  of  any  further  help  beyond  what  he  will  find  in 
these  sections.  The  same  observation  applies  also  to  what 
will  be  brought  out  under  the  remaining  sub-titles  of  this 
chapter. 


11.    The  Matter  as  respects^  the  Ihcapa^dty  of  one  or  both  of 

the  Parties, 

§  302.  Whether  a  wife,  proceeding  for  a  divorce,  is  to 
bring  the  suit  in  her  own  name,  or  by  her  next  friend,  is  a 
question  which  depends  much  upon  the  local  jurisprudence 
of  particular  States.  In  sonie  States,  she  sues  alone ;  in 
other  States,  by  her  next  friend.  Likewise,  when  proceeded 
against,  she  defends  alone  in  some  States ;  in  other  States, 
by  her  next  friend.  Nothing  more  will  be  attempted  here 
than  to  refer  to  various  authorities  on  this  subject.^     In  the 


^  Armstrong  v,  Armstrong,  82  Missis.  279,  292. 

*  Kenley  o.  Kenley,  2  How.  Missis.  751 ;  Hant  v.  Booth,  Freeman,  Missis.  21ft ; 
Richardson  v.  Ridiardson,  4  Port  467  ;  Schenck  v,  Ellingwood,  3  Edw.  Ch.  175 ; 
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English  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  she  sues  alone,  if  of  fall  age 
and  of  sound  mind,  not  by  her  next  friend.^ 

§  303.  The  general  principle  of  law  is  familiar,  that  a  per- 
son under  age  —  in  other  words,  an  infant  —  can  appear  in 
court  only  by  next  friend  or  guardian.^  And  in  New  York 
it  was  held  by  Chancellor  Walworth,  that,  though  in  a  suit 
for  divorce  from  the  bond  of-  matrimony  the  wife,  whether 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  appears  in  her  own  name  alone,  yet,  if 
she  is  a  minor,  she  must,  like  all  other  minors,  sue  or  defend 
'  by  guardian  or  next  friend.  Therefore,  where  an  infant  wife 
had  put  in  her  answer  to  her  husband's  bill  for  divorce  from 
the  bond  'of  matrimony  by  her  solicitor,  the  proceeding  was 
set  aside  upon  her  application,  and  she  was  permitted  to  put 
in  a  new  answer.^  The  court  of  Maine  having  afterward 
occasion  to  consider  this  question  decided,  that,  contrary  to 
the  conclusion  to  which  the  New  York  tribunal  had  arrived, 
an  infant  wife,  suing  her  husband  for  divorce,  might  bring 
the  libel  in  her  own  name,  without  the  intervention  of  a  next 
friend.  The  judges  deemed,  that  this  New  York  decision 
had  proceeded  upon  some  peculiarity  in  the  statutes  and 
rules  of  practice  prevailing  there,  and  not  upon  principles 
universally  applicable  in  such  a  case.  Still  this  Maine  adju- 
dication appears  to  have  rested  somewhat  upon  the  local 
statutes  of  the  State."^  In  such  cases,  the  English  Ecclesias- 
tical Court  seems  to  have  required  a  guardian  ad  litem? 

§  304.    The  questions  discussed  in  the  last  two  sections 

Shore  v.  Shore,  2  Sandf.  715;  Meldora  v,  Meldora,  4  Sandf.  721;  Knight  v. 
Knight,  2  Hayw.  101 ;  Ward  p.  Ward,  2  Der.  Ch.  553 ;  Jelineau  v.  Jelineaa,  2 
Des.  £q.  45  ;  Prather  v.  Frather,  4  Des.  £q.  83 ;  Amos  v.  Amos,  3  Green  Ch. 
171 ;  Kirby  v.  Kirby,  1  Faige,  261 ;  Wood  v.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108,  454,  8  Wend. 
357 ;  Lawrence  p.  Lawrence,  3  Paige,  267  ;  Bose  v.  Rose,  11  Paige,  166;  Thomas 
p.  Thomas,  18  Barb.  149 ;  Peltier  v.  Peltier,  Barring.  Mich.  19. 

^  Herbert  o.  Herbert,  2  Hag.  Con.  263,  269,  4  Eng.  Ec.  534,  538 ;  Cooto  Ec. 
Pract.  820. 

'  Schemerhom  v.  Jenkins,  7  Johns.  373 ;  Yoong  9.  Yoong,  8  N.  H.  345 ;  Blood 
V.  Harrington,  8  Pick.  552. 

*  Wood  V,  Wood,  2  Paige,  108. 

*  Jones  V.  Jones,  18  Maine,  308.  *  Barham  9.  Barfaam,  1  Hag.  Con.  5. 
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are  so  technical  in  their  nature,  and  depend  so  much  upon 
mere  rule,  and  so  little  on  general  principle,  that  we  shall 
find  very  little  scope  for  the  exercise  of  unfettered  legal  rea- 
son upon  the  subject  There  is  no'  general  principle  of  law 
—  nothing  except  technical  rule  —  which  should  stand  in  the 
way  of  a  wife  of  full  age  proceeding  against  her  husband  in 
her  own  name  alone.  Thus  stands  the  matter  freed  from 
fetters.  Whether  a  judge  will  feel  bound  to  put  the  fetters 
on  is  a  question  which  must  depend  upon  special  considera- 
tions, not  necessary  to  be  discussed  here.  There  is,  in  rea- 
son, some  propriety  in  requiring  an  infant  to  appear  in  court 
by  guardian  or  next  friend,  and  not  in  person ;  because  the 
infant  is  deemed,  in  law,  not  fully  competent  to  manage  his 
own  business.  But  surely,  if  the  infant  has  been  permitted 
by  the  law  to  marry,  and  to  take  upon  him  or  her  the  full  re- 
sponsibilities of  husband  or  wife,  reason  would  seem  to  dictate, 
that  mere  infancy  should  no  more  preclude  such  a  person  from 
seeking  a  divorce,  or  defending  a  divorce  suit,  without  a  next 
friend,  than  it  did  the  courtship  and  marriage  without  such 
friend.  If  the  law  would  be  consistent,  it  should  make  an 
exception  here  to  its  general  rule,  which  forbids  infants  to 
carry  on  and  defend  suits  in  their  own  names  alone. 

§  305.  When  one  of  the  parties  is  of  unsound  mind,  the 
question  as  to  the  proceeding  becomes  a  complicated  one  of 
law  and  of  practice.  Suppose  a  man  commits  a  crime  in  his 
sane  st^te,  and  then  becomes  insane,  it  is  a  perfectly  well 
established  proposition  in  the  criminal  law,  that  he  cannot, 
during  the  continuance  of  the  insanity,  be  tried  and  convicted 
for  the  crime.  And  in  a  late  English  case,  the  court  refused 
to  allow  a  husband  to  proceed  against  his  wife,  who  was  a 
lunatic,  for  a  dissolution  of  their  marriage  on  the  ground  of 
adultery  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  her  previous  to 
her  lunacy.  ^'  This  case,"  said  the  Judge  Ordinary,  Cress- 
well,  "  is  very  different  from  one  where  a  lunatic  is  the  peti^ 
tioner.^  ....  The  question  is,  whether  the  petitioner  should 

>>  The  oouBtel  had  veferred  to  Portsmoiith  v.  Portsmoittfa,  1  Hag.  Ee.  355 ;  Par^ 
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be  allowed  to  proceed  under  the  circnmstances.  It  will  be  a 
hard  case  upon  the  petitioner  if  he  is  not  allowed  to  do  so. 
But  it  will  also  be  a  hard  case  upon  the  respondent,  who  is  not 
able  to  take  part  in  the  proceedings,  if  he  is  allowed.  I  have 
made  inquiry  if  there  had  been  any  case  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Courts  under  similar  circumstances,  which  could  be  an  au- 
thority for  me  in  giving  my  decision.  I  am  told  by  Dr. 
Bayford,  that  there  was  one  which  he  himself  argued  in  the 
Court  of  Arches.  It  is  not  reported  ;  but  he  recollects  that 
the  court  decided  that  a  suit  for  divorce  a  mensd  et  ihoro 
could  not  be  maintained  against  a  lunatic.  I  cannot  allow 
the  petitioner  to  proceed  in  the  present  suit;"  which,  the 
reader  remembers,  was  a  suit  for  the  dissolution  of  the  mar- 
riage.^ We  have  already  seen,^  that  the  same  rule  as  to  the 
intent,  whereby  we  determine  whether  an  act  of  carnal  inter- 
course is  indictable  or  not,  applies  in  divorce  suits,  when  we 
inquire  whether  it  will  constitute  foundation  for  the  divorce. 
This  decision  of  the  English  tribunal  seems  to  have  drawn 
within  the  circle  of  the  divorce  law  still  another  principle 
from  our  criminal  jurisprudence. 

§  306.  At  the  same  time,  if  one  in  a  lucid  state  has  com- 
mitted a  breach  of  matrimonial  duty,  and  the  breach  is  not 
known  to  the  other  party  until  the  delinquent  one  becomes 
insane,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  special  reason  why,  under 
proper  safeguards  to  prevent  injustice  from  being  done  to  a 
person  who  cannot  exercise  any  discretion  in  the  defence,  the 
suit  should  not  be  permitted  to  proceed.  If  a  person  be- 
comes indebted  to  another  in  a  sum  of  money,  and  then 
becomes  insane,  the  creditor  is  permitted  to  collect  his  money 
by  suit ;  and  the .  interests  of  a  party  in  a  marriage  would 
seem  to  be  of  as  much  value  as  those  of  a  creditor,  unless 
the  sum  was  very  large.  Still,  if  a  husband,  finding  his  wife 
insane,  should  proceed  against  her  to  obtain  a  divorce  for  a 
cause  which  he  knew  as  much  about  before  she  became  in- 

nell  V,  Parnell,  2  Hag.  Con.  169,  2  Phillim.  158;  and,  for  analogies,  to  Barham  v.. 
Barfaam,  1  Hag.  Con.  5 ;  Beaaraine  v,  Beanraine,  1  Hag.  Con.  498. 

1  Bawden  v.  Bawden,  2  Swab!  &  T.  417, 418,  419.  *  Yok  I,  ^  709. 
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sane  as  he  did  afterward,  he  should  not  in  reason  be  permit- 
ted to  go  on.^ 

§  307.  When  we  come  to  inquire  whether  an  insane  person 
can  maintain  a  suit  for  divorce,  we  are  met  by  still  other 
difficulties  of  principle.  Where  the  suit  is  to  obtain  a  mere 
separation  a  mensd  ei  thoro,  there  is  no  reason  why  it  should 
not  be  allowed,  and  that  it  is  allowable  is  established  law  in 
England.^  In  like  manner,  if  an  insane  person  ^a  entrapped 
into  the  form  of  marriage  with  another  person,  reason  would 
seem  to  indicate  that  the  guardian  or  committee  of  such  in- 
sane person  should  be  permitted,  during  the  continuance  of 
the  insanity,  to  institute  and  carry  on  a  proceeding  to  have 
the  formal  marriage  declared  void ;  and  that  this  may  be 
done,  seems  to  be  established  law  with  ds.^  In  like  manner, 
probably  the  suit  for  nullity  may,  in  these  and  all  similar 
cases,  be  carried  on  against  the  insane  party  by  the  sane 
one ;  though,  in  such  cases,  if  the  same  plaintiff  had  practised 
a  fraud  upon  the  insane  defendant,  it  would  hardly  accord 
with  correct  principle  to  permit  the  suit  to  proceed.^  But 
when  the  object  of  the  proceeding  is  to  obtain  a  divorce 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony  for  a  cause  which  occurred 
subsequently  to  the  marriage,  and  the  insane  person  knew  of 
the  cause  before  the  insanity  came  on,  yet  did  not  choose  to 
proceed  by  reason  of  the  cause,  it  is  not  apparent  how  the 
comnlittee  of  the  insane  person  can  choose  to  dissolve  a 
marriage  which  the  ward,  in  his  sound  mind,  chose  to  let 


^  See  Broadstreet  v,  Broadstreet,  7  Mam.  474,  and  Mansfield'  v.  Mansfield,  18 
Mass.  413,  where  the  insanitj  of  the  defendant  was  deemed  to  be  no  obstacle  to  the 
soit  for  dissolving  the  marriage  by  reason  of  adultery.  This  might  pcflsibly  have 
been  in  oonseqaence  of  the  provisions  of  some  statute ;  but  I  think  not,  as  I  find 
none.  A  provision  relating  to  the  defence,  corresponding  to  the  one  dted  ante, 
i  296,  and  post,  f  308,  first  appeared  in  the  Revised  Statutes  in  1836.  See  Ck>m. 
Bep.  pt.  2,  p.  121.  And  see  Montgomery  o,  Montgomery,  3  Baih.  Gh.  132;  poet» 
^308. 

'  Ante,  S  305  and  the  cases  there  cited. 
»  «  Ante,  \  298 ;  Crump  v.  Morgan,  3  Ire.  Eq.  91 ;  Brown  v,  Westbrook,  27  Ga. 
102.    And  see  Clement  v,  Mattison,  3  Rich.  93. 

*  Montgomery  v.  Mpntgomery,  3  Baih.  Ch.  132;  Johnson  v,  Kincade,  2  In. 
Eq.  470. 
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stand  ;  for  divorce  is  one  of  those  rights  which  the  party  can 
exercise  or  forbear  to  exercise  as  he  pleases.  If  the  breach 
occurred  or  was  first  known  after  the  insanity  came  on,  the 
guardian  might  well  presume  that  the  ward  would  desire  the 
legal  consequence  to  follow. 

§  308.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say,  that,  in  these  cases  of 
insanity,  the  insane  person  cannot  appear  to  prosecute  or 
defend  in  hia  own  name;  it  must  be  by  guardian,  guardian 
ad  litem^  or  committee.  How  precisely  this  shall  be  done, 
must  depend  somewhat  upon  local  statutes  and  jurispru- 
dence; and,  in  a  general  way,  the  reader  will  derive  help 
from  a  consultation  of  the  cases  cited  to  the  accompanying 
sections.^  In  one  of  the  early  Massachusetts  cases^  ^  Wilde,*' 
says  the  report,  ^  suggested  to  the  court  that  the  [defendant] 
wife  was  insane  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  libel,  and  that 
she  had  continued  so  to  this  time ;  and,  expressing  some  doubt 
as  to  the  mode  of  his  appearing  in  her  behalf  in  the  cause, 
the  court  said  he  should  be  admitted  to  plead  in  her  name. 
He  pleaded  that  she  was  not  guilty  of  the  crime  alleged ; 
and,  the  insanity  being  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court,  the  libel  was  dismissed.**  *  The  present  statute  of  Mas- 
sachusetts provides,  that  "  every  libel  shall  be  signed  by  the 
libellant,  if  of  sound  mind  and  of  legal  age  to  consent  to  mar- 
riage ;  otherwise  it  may  be  signed  by  his  or  her  guardian,  or 
by  any  person  admitted  by  the  court  to  prosecute  the  same  as 
next  friend  of  the  libellant."  * 


1  Ante,  \  298,  805-^07.  And  see  (not  s  divorce  case)  Aldridge  v.  Montgomery, 
9  Ind.  a02 ;  Shelf.  Mar.  &  Div.  200 ;  Coote  Ec.  Praet.  314 ;  Carpenter  v.  Carpen- 
ter, Milward,  159,  161. 

'  Broadstreet  v.  Broadstreet,  7  Mass.  474.  Bat  see  Mansfield  v.  Mansfield,  Id 
Mass.  412,  in  which  case,  "  it  being  suggested  by  a  firiend  of  the  eonrt,  that  sinot 
the  commission  of  the  crime  the  husband  had  become  insane,  the  court  ordered 
die  defiiuU  to  be  set  aside,  and  the  libel  to  be  continued ;  obserYing  to  the  proctor 
for  &e  libellant,  that,  if  so  adrised,  she  might,  during  the  vacation,  procure  the 
appointment  of  a  guardian  to  her  husband  in  the  Probate  Court,  and,  upon  the 
appearance  of  such  guardian  in  the  suit,  ftirther  proceedings  might  be  had ;  and, 
if  sufficient  cause  appeared,  a  divorce  might  be  decreed." 

*  €ren.  Stats,  c.  107,  ^16.    See  ante,  S  ^^  and  note. 
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in.    The  Intervention  of  Third  Persons  as  Parties. 

§  309»  It  is  established  practice  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts, 
that,  though  a  suit  has  been  commenced  between  two  prin- 
cipal parties,  if  any  third  person  has  or  thinks  he  has  an 
interest  in  the  suit,  he  may  apply  to  the  court  to  intervene, — 
in  other  words,  to  become  a  party  for  the  protection  of  his 
interest,  —  and,  if  his  interest  is  admitted  or  proved,  his 
prayer  will  be  granted ;  ^  "  as,  for  instance,"  says  Law,  "  in 

causes  of  matrimony If  a  man  takes  out  proceedings 

against  a  woman  in  a  cause  matrimonial,  and  the  woman 
has  either  solemnized  or  contracted  a  marriage  with  another 
man,  such  other  man,  or  third  party,  may,  if  he  pleases,  inter- 
pose in  the  said  suit,  to  protect  his  own  rights,  in  any  part  of 
the  'proceedings,  even  after  the  conclusion.  It  matters  not 
whether  he  appears  in  aid,  or  in  opposition,  to  the  woman. 
Neither  is  the  case  altered  by  any  previous  notice  he  might 
have  of  the  pending  suit,  and  of  the  plaintiff's  having  pro- 
ceeded to  proof."  *  There  are  various  nice  questions  as  to 
the  practice  in  intervention,  as  to  who  may  intervene,  and 
the  like ;  but,  should  such  a  question  become  important,  the 
reader  can  easily  look  it  up  in  the  books  of  the  ecclesiastical, 
law.* 

§  310.  To  what  extent  this  practice  of  intervention  may 
be  resorted  to  in  this  country  is  a  matter  which  does  not 


1  Law's  Forms,  70 ;  Shelf.  Mar.  &  Div.  579 ;  Donegal  p.  Chichester,  8  Phillim. 
586 ;  Schoolmasters  of  Scotland  v.  Fraser,  2  Hag.  £c.  613 ;  Wood  v.  Medlejr, 
1  Hag.  £c.  645. 

2  Law's  Forms,  71. 

*  See,  besides  the  authorities  already  referred  to  in  this  section,  Ray  v.  Sherwood, 
1  Curt.  Ec.  178, 1  E.F.  Moore,  858 ;  Montague  v,  Montague,  2  Add.  Ec.  872 ;  Fare- 
mouth  V.  Watson,  1  Phillim.  855 ;  Hughes  v.  Turner,  4  Hag.  Ec.  80 ;  Kipping  v. 
Ash,  1  Robertson,  270 ;  Fertreis  o.  Tondear,  1  Hag.  Con.  186  ;  Dalrymple  v.  DaU 
rjrmple,  2  Hag.  Con.  54,  187,  note ;  Clement  v,  Rhodes,  8  Add.  Ec.  87 ;  Braham 
V.  Burchell,  8  Add.  Ec.  248,  256 ;  Brotherton  t7.  Hellier,  1  Lee,  599 ;  Wright  o. 
Rutherford,  2  Lee,  266;  Shelf.  Mar.  &  Dir.  487. 
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seem  clear  on  the  authorities.  In  a  Vermont  case  it  was 
adjadged,  that,  on  a  petition  for  a  divorce,  where  real  estate 
held  by  the  husband  in  right  of  his  wife  had  been  levied  on 
by  the  husband's  creditors,  those  creditors  could  not  appear 
and  resist  the  petition  on  a  suggestion  of  collusion  between 
the  parties,  and  an  attempt  by  them  to  defeat  their  rights. 
It  was  very  properly  intimated,  however,  that  the  legal  adviser 
of  the  creditors,  or  any  other  person,  might,  as  amicus  curusy 
make  to  the  court  a  suggestion  of  collusion.^  This  is  plainly 
a  case  in  which,  if  the  English  ecclesiastical  practice  had 
been  followed,  the  intervention  would  have  been  permitted. 
And  the  writer  can  only  express  the  hope,  that  a  practice  so 
beneficial,  and  so  entirely  in  accord  with  the  general  policy 
of  our  divorce  laws,  will  find  better  favor  in  the  American 
tribunals  hereafter.  The  judge,  we  have  seen,^  is  in  these 
cases  under  obligation  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  public, 
—  Why,  then,  efhould  not  persons  who  have  special  interests 
be  permitted  to  protect  themselves  ? 


IV.     The  Bringing  of  a  Party  into  Court  by  Notice. 

§  311.  It  is  a  principle  of  natural  justice  which  is  acted 
upon  by  every  court,  that  no  person  should  be  injured  or  dis- 
turbed in  any  of  his  interests,  by  any  decree  or  other  pro- 
ceeding, without  being  notified  of  the  proceeding,  and  per- 
mitted to  come  in  and  object  This  principle  guides  the 
courts  and  the  legislatures  in  all  our  States,  in  divorce  mat- 
ters. But  to  minutely  trace  the  statutory  laws  of  the  several 
States  on  the  subject,  or  even  the  decisions  of  the  courts, 
depending  as  they  do  on  these  particular  enactments,  would 
be  unwise ;  yet  a  reference,  in  a  note,  to  some  of  the  cases 
may  be  found  convenient.^    If  there  has  been  no  service  of 


1  Stearns  o.  Stearns,  10  Vt.  540.  *  Ante,  S  386. 

*  Ljron  V.  Lyon,  31  Conn.  185;  Smith  o.  Smith,  20  Misso.  166;  Woods  v. 
Woods,  2  Cart.  £c.  516 ;  Hojd  v.  Black,  Litt  Sel.  Cas.  11 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  6 
Mass.  36 ;  McRae  v.  Mattoon,  13  Pick.  53 ;  Farwell  v.  Smith,  12  Pick.  83 ;  Hobart 
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process,  it  is  error  to  render  judgment^  Id  New  York,  it  was 
held  by  the  former  chancery  coart,  that  personal  service  of  a 
sabpcena  in  a  divorce  cause,  upon  a  defendant  confined  in 
the  state  prison,  was  regular.*  It  was  held,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Arkansas  statute,  that  a  service  of  a  subpcsna 
to  answer  to  a  bill  for  divorce,  by  simply  reading  the  sub* 
poena  t^  the  defendant,  is  not  sufficient.^  In  Massachusetts, 
a  libel  was  held  not  to  be  sufficiently  served  by  leaving 
an  attested  copy  of  it  at  the  defendant's  usual  place  of 
abode,  when  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  not  in  the 
house  at  the  time,  and  had  not 'been  within  the  county 
since  the  service.^  And  plainly,  whatever  be  the  general 
form  of  words  used  in  a  statute,  if  the  respondent  is  living 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  actual  personal 
notice  can  be  conveyed  to  him,  the  judge  should  not  proceed 
to  the  hearing  in  a  defaulted  case  until  he  is  made  fully 
satisfied,  that  the  party  against  whom  the  decree  is  to  be  pro* 
nounced,  has  received  notice  in  fact,  and  not  merely  in  law.^ 

§  312.    In  Delaware,  on  a  petition  for  divorce,  it  appeared 
that  the  defendant  husband  concealed  himself  from  the  officer 


V.  HilliArd,  1 1  Pick.  143 ;  Brown  v.  Brown,  15  Mass.  389 ;  Hotchkish's  case,  1  Root, 
355;  Barter  v.  Barter,  5  Ohio,  318.' 
^  TowDsand  v.  Townsand,  21  Hi.  540.    See  Smith  v.  Smith,  20  Misso.  166. 

*  Phelps  u.  Phelps,  7  Paige,  150. 

*  Welch  17.  Welch,  16  Ark.  527.    And  see  Smith  tv  Smith,  9  Mass.  422. 

*  Randall  v.  Randajl,  7  Mass.  502. 

*  And  see  Labotiere  v,  Xjabotiere,  8  Mass.  383.  There  is  a  Neiw  Tork  cuo 
which  was  heard  befor^  the  Vice-chancellor,  wherein  it  was  observed,  that  there- 
after evidence  wonld  be  required,  on  a  reference  to  the  Master  for  proofs,  where 
there  was  a  default  of  the  actual  service  of  the  process  upon  the  defendant,  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.    And  the  judge  mentioned  the  fact  of  "a  case  lately- 

before  him  having  progressed  very  far  to  a  decree,  when  it  was  found  out  that  i 

service  of  subfjoena  had  been  effected  bj  the  husband  himself  upon  the  wife  in  the  j 

city  of  New  Orleans.    Be  also  said  that  he  should  require  the  production  of  the  ! 

original  affidavit  of  service  of  subpoena  or  of  a  certified  copy,  in  order  to  see  that  it 
was  sufficiently  positive  as  to  the  identity  of  the  party  on  whom  the  service  was 
made,  as,  in  one  instance  which  had  oome  to  his  knowledge,  the  wife  had  been 
personated  lor  the  purpose  of  such  a  service,  and  a  decree  obtained  against  her 
entirely  by  surprise."    Schetader  v,  Schetader,  2  £dw.  Ch..584.    See  also  Alezao-  i 

der  V.  Alexander,  2  Swab.  &  T.  95. 
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charged  with  serving  the  notice'  upon  him,  for  which  reason 
be  could  not  be  found  ;  and  that  he  was  prosecuting  a  suit 
against  the  administrator  of  the  wife's  father  for  the  recovery 
of  her  share  of  the  estate.  The  court  thereupon  ordered  a 
stay  of  proceedings  in  this  suit,  until  he  should  appear  and 
answer  to  the  suit  for  divorce.  '<  He  asks  justice,"  said  the 
judge,  '^  and  he  must  not  "refuse  to  do  justice."^ 

§  313.  The  rule  that  a  general  appearance  by  a  defendant 
cures  any  imperfection  in  the  noticf^,  is  familiar  to  all  prac- 
titioners. So  also  it  is  familiar,  that,  in  some  circumstances, 
and  to  a  certain  extent,  il  precludes  objection  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  coart  over  the  party.  In  Illinois  it  was  held,  that, 
in  an  action  for  divorce  in  the  circuit  court,  an  objection  to 
the  tribunal  for  the  particular  county  taking  the  jurisdic- 
tion came  too  late  after  trial  and  verdict  '*  The  circuit 
courts,"  said  Breese,  J.,  ^  have  general  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject  of  divorces,  and  the  defendant  in  this  case  vcjuntarily 
submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  over  his  person.  The  objection, 
being  of  a  dilatory  character,  should  have  been  made  before 
trial,  by  motion  or  by  plea  in  abatement;  answering  to  the 
merits  waives  the  objection."  ' 

§  314.  But  the  matter  of,  perhaps,  the  greater  interest  in 
these  cases  is  the  notice  to  defendants  who  are  absent  from 
the  State.  In  most,  if  not  all  the  States,  there  is  pro- 
vision made  by  statute  for  such  notice ;  and  a  single  refer- 
ence to  the  leading  decisions  will  satisfy  the  reader  as  to 
most  points.^     On  a  question,  not  of  divorce,  but  one  arising 


1  Baldwin  v.  Baldwin,  2'Harring.  Del.  196.  And  see  Cooke  o.  Cooke,  2  Swab. 
4T.  50. 

s  Peeples  v.  Peeples,  19  HI.  269,  271. 

'  Homston  v.  Homston,  3  Mass.  159;  Choate  v.  Choate,  8  Mass.  891 ;  Anon- 
ymous, 5  Mass.  197 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  6  Mass.  86 ;  Labotieie  v.  Labotiere,  8  Mass. 
888 ;  Plnmmer  o.  Plnmmer,  37  Missis.  185 ;  Ditson  v,  Ditson,  4  B.  I.  87 ;  Sweet 
V.  Avaont,  2  Bay,  492;  Crabb  0.  Atwood,  10  Ind.  831 ;  Green  v.  Green,  7  Ind. 
118;  Meyar  V.  Meyar,  8  Met.  Ky.  298;  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  19  Ala.  499;  Smith 
V.  Smith,  4  Greene,  Iowa,  266 ;  Pinkney  v.  Pinkney,  4  Greene,  Iowa,  824 ;  God- 
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under  a  tax  title,  it  was  herd,  that,  where  notice  of  a  public 
sale  is  required  by  statute  to  be  given  thirty  days  previous  to 
the  sale,  and  there  is  no  -direction  that  the  last  publication 
shall  be  thirty  days  before  the  sale,  the  direction  is  suffi- 
ciently complied  with  if  the  commencement  of  the  notice  is 
thirty  days  before  sale.^  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  it  was  adjudged,  that,  to  constitute  a  valid  sale  of 
property  for  non-payment  of  taxes,  under  a  statute  directing 
public  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  sale  to  be  given  by 
advertisement  in  some  newspaper  ^  once  in  each  week  for  at 
least  twelve  successive  weeks,"  a  period  of  twelve  full  weeks, 
or  eighty-four  days,  must  have  elapsed  between  the  first 
advertised  notice  of  the  sale  and  the  day  on  which  it  was 
made.^  Where,  in  Maine,  the  law  required  the  notice  of  a 
sale  to  be  published  in  the  newspaper  of  the  public  printer 
of  the  State,  and  before  the  last  publication '  the  paper  had 
ceased  to  be  the  State  paper,  the  notice  was  held  to  be 
insuffici^t.^ 

§  315.  In  these  libels  for  divorce,  the  order  of  notice  which 
is  made  by  the  court  must  be  strictly  followed.^  And 
where  the  libellant  stated  in  the  libel  her  maiden  name  to 
have  been  Launders,  and  in  the  copy  published  the  name 
was  Saunders,  the  notice  wad  held  to  be  insufficient  by 
reason  of  the  variance.'^  Where  the  order  of  the  court  was 
to  give  notice  by  publishing,  &c.,  "  three  weeks  successively," 
in  a  newspaper,  the  court  deemed  the  order  complied  with 
where  there  had  not  been  an  interval  of  a  week  between 
either  the  first  and  second,  or  second  and  third,  publications. 
'*  The  publication  has  been  made,"  said  the  judge,  ^'  in  three 
successive  weeks,  which  is  sufficient"^ 


frey  i;.  Godfrey,  27  Ga.  466 ;  Anonjmoiu,  27  Miune,  563 ;  Anonymoiu,  5  Msm. 
197 ;  Mace  o.  Mace,  7  Masa.  212 ;  Schnaofer  o.  Schnaufer,  4  La.  An.  355. 

^  Colman  v,  Anderson,  10  Mass.  105. 

>  Early  v.  Doe,  16  How.  U:  8.  610.         ■  Bnsaej  v.  Leavitt,  8  Fairf.  378. 

«  Smith  V,  Smith,  4  Greene,  Iowa,  266. 

*  Jenne  o.  Jenne,  7  liass.  94. 

*  Bachelor  v.  Bachelor,  1  Mass.  256.    See  also  Gaiy  v,-  May,  16  Ohio,  66. 
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y.   OrosS'SuUs^  Suits  pending,  and  taking'  Advantage  of  Mat- 
ter which  has  transpired  since  Suit  commenced. 

§  316.  Allusion  has  been  made  more  than  once  in  these 
volumes  to  the  flexible  nature  of  the  proceedinj^s  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Courts.^  In  these  courts,  when  a  married 
party  was  proceeded  against  for  a  divorce  a  mensd  et  thorOj 
or  for  nullity  of  the  marriage,  or  for  restitution  of  conjugal 
rights,  such  party  could  not  only  defend  the  suit  by  showing 
a  competent  wrong,  or  the  like,  in  the  other  party;  but, 
prevailing,  could  have  the  proper  sentence  rendered  in  his 
favor,  as  though  he  were  the  original  plaintiff.^  In  like  man- 
ner, if  a  husband,  for  instance,  were  proceeding  against  his 
wife  on  the  ground  of  her  adultery,  and  a  new  fact  of 
adultery  should- come  to  his  knowledge,  committed  since  the 
suit  was  commenced,  he  might  plead  this  fresh  adultery  in  a 
supplemental  allegation,  even  though  publication,  as  to  the 
original  matter,  had  passed;  and,  proving  the  supplemental 
matter,  a  divorce  might  be  granted  him  founded  upon  it.^ 

§  317.  But  the  practice  of  our  common  law  and  equity 
courts  accommodates  itself  less  nicely  to  the  justice  and  the 
equity  of  these  cases.  At  the  same  time,  there  are  American 
decisions  in  which  this  English  flexibility  is  almost  attained ; 
while,  in  other  cases,  the  unyielding  rigidity  of  the  old  com- 
mon law  seems  to  have  been  fuUy  preserved.  In  New  York, 
the  following  case  arose :  a  wife  brought  her  bill  for  divorce 
a  mensd  against  her  husband  on  the  ground  of  cruelty,  and 
be,  besides  denying  the  cruelty,  alleged,  that,  at  the  time  of 
the  marriage  between  the  parties,  she  was  the  wife  of  an- 
other man  who  was  still  living,  and  prayed  for  a  sentence  of 

1  Vol.  I.  4  110;  ante,  4  297. 

*  And  Me  Best  v.  Best,  1  Add.  Ec  411,  2  Bng.  Be  158;  Dyun  v,  Djsart,  1 
BobertAm,  106 ;  Clows  v.  Clows,  3  Curt  Ec  185, 194. 

•  Middleton  o.  Middleton,  2  Hag.  Ec.  Sapp.  184,  4  Eng.  Ec.  299;  Webb  v, 
Webb,  1  Hag.  Ec;  849, 8  Eng.  Ec.  152. 
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nullity  of  marriage  in  his  fafor.  But  as  the  evidence  did  not 
ttastain  his  allegation,  the  court  left  the  point  undecided, 
whether  or  not  he  could  proceed  in  this  way.^  In  another 
New  York  case,  a  wife  having  brought  against  her  husband 
a  bill  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  his  cruelty,  he  answered 
the  bill  by  setting  up  her  cruelty,  and  prayed  for  the  affirma- 
tive relief  of  a  divorce,  and  it  was  granted  him.'  But  the 
New  York  Code  provides,  that  there  may  be  given  to  the  de- 
fendant ^  any  affirmative  relief  to  which  he  may  be  entitled." 

§  318.  The  practice  of  bringing  a  cross-bill  by  the  defend- 
ant against  the  plaintiff,  to  aid  the  defence  and  likewise 
obtain  affirmative  relief,  may  be  resorted  to  in  these  divorce 
cases  as  well  as  in  any  other.  This  way  is  open  to  a  de- 
fendant, equally  whether  the  proceeding  is  by  bill  in  equity, 
by  libel  corresponding  to  the  ecclesiastical  libel,  or  by  a 
statutory  complaint;  and  this  is  a  matter  which  needs  no 
particular  illustration.'  There  is  an  Indiana  statute  which 
provides,  that  "  the  defendant  may,  in  addition  to  his  or  her 
answer,  file  a  cross-petition  for  divorce,  and  the  court  shall, 
in  such  case,  decree  the  divorce,  if  any,  in  favor  of  the  party 
legally  entitled  to  the  same."  And  where  a  husband  had 
brought  his  petition,  and  the  wife  .  had  filed  her  cross- 
petition  under  this  statute,  then  the  husband  had  caused  his 
.petition  to  be  dismissed,  the  court  held,  that  the  whole  case 
was  ended,  and  the  wife  could  not  proceed  further  with  her 
cross-petition.  There  can  be  little  doiibt  that  this  is  so  on 
principle ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  there  can  be  as  little 
doubt  on  principle,  that,  where  a  defendant  has  thus  ob- 
tained a  status  in  court  entitling  to  affirmative  relief,  the 
judge  should  not  permit  the  plaintiff  to  dismiss  the  suit,  and 
thus  defeat  the  right      But  an   observation  made  by  the 


1  Linden  v.  Linden,  36  Barb.  61.  See  Zole  v.  Znle>  Saxton,  96 ;  Boggees  v. 
Boggess,  4  Dana,  307. 

*  McNamara  v.  McNamara,  2  Hilton,  547,  9  Abbott's  Pr.  18. 

s  McCaflferty  v,  McCafierty,  8  Blackf.  818;  RnsseU  r.  Roasell,  1  Smith,  Ind. 
366, 1  Ind.  510;  Stafibid  v,  Stafibrd,  9  Ind.  162 ;  Boggess  v.  Boggess,  4  Dana, 
307 ;  Biikby  v.  Biikby,  15  Bl.  120. 
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judge  while  raling  the  wife  out  of  court  is  worthy  of  special 
note.  IJe  said :  ^^  It  is  time  that  legal  strictness  was  ad- 
hered to  in  deciding  divorce  cases.  The  facility  with  which 
divorces  hafve  been  granted,  has  proved  a  curse  to  the  social 
state.  It  has  proved  an  incentive  to  domestic  discord,  and 
tended  greatly  and  injuriously  to  blunt  the  sense  of  matri- 
monial obligations  and  duties,  and  weaken  the  ties  which 
should  bind  together  husband  and  wife,  and  children  —  in 
short,  families  —  and,  in  bo  doing,  to  demoralize  and  dis- 
organize society."^  It  seems  to  the  writer  that  the  true 
view  to  be  taken  of  the  matter  thus  mentioned  is  this :  if  the 
statutory  law  of  the  State  authorizes  divorce  for  too  many 
causes,  or  for  frivolous  causes,  the  legislative  power  should 
be  petitioned  to  amend  it.  Yet  while  it  stands,  the  courts 
should  carry  out  its  provisions  in  their  true  spirit,  neither  too 
strictly,  nor  too  loosely.  But  the  procedure  is  to  be  dis- 
tinguished from  the  law.  Every  judge  should  esteem  it  his 
duty  and  his  pleasure,  whatever  he  thinks  of  the  law,  to  hold 
the  procedure  as  free  as  possible  from  technical  kink  and 
from  every  manner  of  obstruction  ;  so  that  litigants  can 
bring,  with  the  least  practicable  expense  and  vexation,  the 
questions  of  law  and  of  fact  to  be  tried,  before  the  judge 
and  the  jury. 

§  319.  It  has  been  in  some  tribunals  held,  that,  if  at  the 
time  of  bringing  the  suit  for  divorce  the  cause  of  divorce  is 
not  fully  matured,  and  therefore  the  party  is  not  entitled  to 
the  remedy  he  seeks,  the  defect  cannot  be  supplied  by  a  sup- 
plemental bill  filed  in  the  original  suit,  alleging  facts  which 
transpired  since  the  original  suit  was  commenced.^  On  the 
other  hand,  other  courts  have  permitted  this  to  be  done ; 
that  is,  have  permitted  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  on  a  sup- 
plemental bill  filed  in  the  original  cause,  and  alleging  facts 
which  transpired  after  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  and 


1  Stoner  v,  Stoner,  9  Ind.  605,  606. 

^  Milner  v.  Milner,  8  Edw.  Ch.  114 ;  HiU  v.  Hili,  10  Ala.  627. 
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making  those  facts  the  ground  of  divorce.^  Bat  the  author- 
ities concur  iu  the  proposition,  that,  without  a  supplemental 
or  an  amended  bill,  the  plaintiff  cannot  rely  upon  such  sub- 
sequent matter.' 

§  320.  How  far  the  pendency  of  a  libel  for  divorce  may 
be  shown  in  abatement  of  a  subsequent  libel,  is  a  matter 
about  which  judicial  decision  has  not  much  enlightened  us. 
According  to  a  Maryland  case,  the  fact  that  the  complainant 
had  filed  a  bill  in  the  equity  side  of  the  county  court,  for  divorce 
and  alimony,  before  bringing  her  bill  in  the  court  of  chancery 
for  a  provision  for  her  maintenance  out  of  her  husband's  es- 
tate, wherein  she  asked  no  divorce,  is  an  insuperable  objection 
to  her  obtaining  relief  iu  the  latter  suit^  In  Massachusetts, 
simple  desertion,  without  any  time  appended,  was  by  statute 
made  cause  of  divorce  from  bed  and  board.  Afterward  it 
was  enacted,  that  desertion  continued  five  years  should  be 
ground  of  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony.  A  party, 
having  a  suit  pending  for  the  limited  divorce  by  reason  of  the 
simple  desertion,  brought,  after  the  later  statute  was  enacted, 
suit  for  the  full  divorce ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  pendency 
of  the  former  suit  could  not  well  be  pleaded  in  abatement  of 
the  subsequent  one.  '*  The  reason,"  said  Shaw,  C.  J.,  "  why 
a  second  suit  cannot  be  commenced  for  the  same  cause,  pend- 
ing a  former,  is,  that  it  is  unnecessary,  inasmuch  as  the  party 
prosecuting  may  have  the  same  remedy  under  the  first,  as  he 
eould  obtain  by  prosecuting  another,"  — ^  a  reason  which,  not 
existing  in  this  case,  could  not  operate  to  abate  this  suit.^ 

§  321.  In  an  English  case  before  the  new  matrimonial 
court,  a  wife,  having  brought  her  petition  for  a  judicial  sep- 
aration by  reason  of  the  husband's  cruelty,  discovered,  that, 


1  Batlcr  V.  Butler,  4  Litt.  201 ;  Logan  v.  Logan,  2  B.  Monr.  142 ;  McCrocklin 
o.  McCrocklin,  2  B.  Monr.  370 ;  Feigley  v.  Feigley,  7  Md.  S37. 

*  Butler  V,  Butler,  supra;  Feigley  v.  Feigley,  sxapn;   BCunh  v.  lianh,  9 
Boasley,  281 ;  Ferrier  v,  Ferrier,  4  Edw.  Ch.  296. 

*  Dunnock  v,  Dunnock,  8  Md.  Ch.  140.  *       ■ 
«  Steyens  v.  SteveoB,  1  Met.  979,  2S0. 
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unknown  to  her  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  suit,  the  husband 
had  committed  adultery  also.  She  thereupon  asked  leave  to 
withdraw  the  petition  for  judicial  separation,  and  file  one  for 
the  full  divorce  by  reason  of  the  two  offences  combined.  The 
Judge  Ordinary  asked,  whether  the  wife's  proctor  had  re- 
ceived her  costs  in  the  former  suit ;  and,  being  answered  in 
the  affirmative,  said  :  ^.*  That  being  so,  I  will  grant  the  appli- 
cation." ^ 


1  Ashley  v,  Ashley,  2  Swab.  4  T.  388,  889.     And  see  Turner  v.  Tnmer,  2 
Swab.  &  T.  426 ;  Alexander  v  Alexander,  2  Swab.  &  T.  385. 
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SAot.  Stt.  Introdnction. 

828-4{86.  Genera]  Views  of  the  Libel. 

826-844.  What  partionlar  Allegations  the  Libel  should  contain. 

845-849.  The  Pleadings  subsequent  to  the  LibeL 

§  322.  Undbr  the  several  titles  of  Adultery,  Cruelty,  and 
the  like,  those  special  matters  which  concern  the  method  in 
which  the  particular  offence  shall  be  set  out  in  the  allegation, 
and  other  things  of  this  sort,  will  be  considered.  In  this 
chapter,  it  is  proposed  to  bring  under  our  review  only  such 
things  as  pertain  to  the  cause  irrespective  of  the  particular 
ground  on  which  the  sentence  of  divorce  or  of  nullity  is 
prayed.  We  shall  divide  what  is  to  be  said  as  follows : 
I.  General  Views  of  the  Libel ;  IL  What  particular  Alle- 
gations  the  Libel  should  contain  ;  IIL  The  Pleadings  subse- 
quent to  the  Libel. 

m 

L     General  Views  of  the  LibeL 

^  323.  The  first  observation  to  be  made  is,  that,  in  consid- 
ering the  nature  of  the  libel,  we  must  not  be  much  led  by 
any  teachings  derived  from  the  practice  of  the  English  Eccle- 
siastical Courts.  We  have  already  seen,^  that,  in  the  practice 
of  those  courts,  the  libel  serves,  in  effect,  what  with  us  may 
be  deemed  two  distinct  purposes ;  the  one  is,  that  of  allegation 
proper ;  the  other,  that  of  interrogatory,  for  the  examination 

of  all  the  witnesses,  and  for  the  personal  examination  of  the 

.    .. t 

>  Ante»Ml7,891. 
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defendant,  as  to  the  particular  facts  of  the  case.  The  Eng- 
lish allegation,  as  it  used  to  be  seen  in  the  practice  of  the 
EScclesiastical  Courts,  is  not  indeed  in  the  form  of  questions, 
there  is  no  need  it  should  be ;  because,  as  we  have  seen,^  the 
examiner  takes  the  libel,  and  himself  puts  the  questions  based 
upon  what  he  finds  therein  stated. 

§  324.  Ayliffe  says :  ^  A  libel  ought  to  be  short,  and  not 
verbose,  because  the  law  abhors  a  prolixity  of  words."  *  Yet 
when  a  libel  contains,  in  reality,  almost  a  full  statement  of  the 
evidence,  as  well  as  of  the  legal  facts  on  which  the  relief  is 
sought,  how  can  it  be  short  ?  The  English  ecclesiastical 
libel  searches  the  conscience  of  the  respondent,  searches  the 
memories  of  all  the  witnesses,  and  almost  palavers  with  the 
judge,  —  How,  then,  can  it  be  short  ?  In  order  to  serve  its 
interrogative  ends,  it  is  set  out  in  articles,  which  are  nhm- 
bered ;  but  an  American  libel  for  divorce  need  not  be  in 
numbered  articles,  it  is  not  interrogative  in  its  nature.  An 
American  libel  may  be  short ;  and  it  would  be  very  injudi- 
cious for  an  American  practitioner  to  present  to  the  court, 
under  any  circumstances,  a  libel  for  divorce  drawn  upon  the 
English  ecclesiastical  model. 

§  325.  Where  the  proceeding,  with  us,  is  in  equity,  the 
bill  is  framed  after  the  general  pattern  of  other  bills  in 
equity.  Where  it  is  not  in  equity,  the  libel  contains  a  state- 
ment of  the  legal  facts  more  nearly  after  the  manner  of 
common-law  pleadings.  Yet  the  course  of  practice  in  these 
cases  is  not  quite  uniform  in  all  the  States,  and  in  many  of 
them  it  is  not  perhaps  well  defined.  Let  us  look,  in  our  next 
sub-title,  at  some  particular  prepositions. 

IL    What  particular  Allegations  the  Libel  should  contain. 

^  326.  The  first  inquiry  under  this  head  is,  to  what  extent 
different  matrimonial  offences  may  be  joined  in  one  libeL 


i  Ante,  i  2S1.  *  A7I.  Paier.  846. 
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The  doctrine  is  clear,  the  practice  is  uoiform,  that,  if  several 
distinct  matrimonial  wrongs,  — as,  for  example,  adultery  and 
cruelty,  —  are  each  made  cause  for  the  same  kind  of  divorce, 
whether  it  be  from  bed  and  board,  or  from  the  bond  of 
matrimony,  they  may  be  complained  of  in  one  libel,  and  the 
libellant  will  take  his  divorce  for  whichever  he  can  prove,  or 
for  both.  This  is  universal  practice,  in  England  and  in  the 
United  Stat^s.^  In  one  case,  a  bill  praying  for  a  divorce  from 
the  bond  of  matrimony  alleged  the  three  several  causes  of 
cruelty,  desertion,  and  adultery ;  and  the  judge  observed,  that 
this  was  no  objection  to  it,  and  added :  "  The  title  to  the  re- 
lief prayed  is  the  same  whether  one  or  the  other  of  the  several 
alleged  grounds  be  proved.  It  is  well  settled  that  the  plain- 
tiff may  aver  facts  of  a  different  nature,  which  will  equally 
support  his  application."  ^ 

§  327.  But  where  adultery  and  cruelty,  for  example,  are 
grounds  for  different  kinds  of  divorce,  —  as,  where  the  adul- 
tery authorizes  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  and 
cruelty,  from  bed  and  board,  —  the  two,  if  the  proceeding  is 
in  equity,  cannot  be  joined  in  one  bilL^  So  it  has  been  de- 
cided in  New  York  and  in  New  Jersey ;  but  perhaps  the  ' 
decisions  in  these  Stdtes  may  be  found  to  rest  in  reasons 
which  in  some  of  the  other  States  do  not  exist.  Said  Chan- 
cellor Kent,  giving  an  opinion  in  New  York :  '^  The  charges 
of  adultery  and  of  cruel  usage  are  not  only  distinct  and 
unconnected  charges,  but  they  lead  to  distinct  issues  and 
decrees.  An  answer  to  a  charge  of  adultery  may  be  without 
oath,  but  an  answer  to  a  charge  of  cruel  usage  must  be  upon 
oath.  The  charges,  therefore,  necessarily  require  separate 
answers ;  and,  if  the  charge  of  adultery  be  denied,  a  feigned 
issue  must  be  awarded,  which  need  not  be  the  case  on  denial 


^  And  see  Stokes  v.  Stokes,  1  Misso.  320 ;  Morris  v.  Morris,  20  Ala.  16S. 

*  QoArles  v.  Qaarles,  19  Ala.  868,  866,  opinion  bj  Chilton,  J. 

•  Mnlock  V,  Mulock,  1  Edw.  Ch.  U;  Rose  v.  Rose,  11  Paige,  166;  Beach  v. 
Beach,  11  Paige,  161 ;  Smith  v;  Smith,  4  Paige,  92 ;  Decamp  v.  Decamp,  I  Green, 
Ch.  294 ;  Pomeroy  v.  Pomeroy,  1  Johns.  Ch.  606 ;  Snover  v.  Aioyer,  2  Stockton, 
261. 
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of  the  charge  of  cruel  usage,  but  the  latter  may  be  tried* 
upon  depositions,  according  to  the  ordinary  coarse  of  the 
court.  If  the  adultery  be  confessed,  or  if  the  bill,  as  to  that 
charge,  be  taken  pro  cortfesso^  still  there  must  be  a  reference 
to  a  master,  to  take  and  report  proof  of  the  charge ;  and  the 
cause  must  be  brought  regularly  to  a  hearing  upon  such 
proof.  But  if  the  defendant  confesses  the  other  charge,  or  if 
he  suffers  the  bill  to  be  taken  pro  eonfesso,  the  admission 
is  conclusive,  and  puts  an  end  to  the  controversy.  The  de- 
crees in  the  two  cases  are  essentially  different.  In  the  one, 
it  is  an  absolute  divorce,  with  a  disability  to  the  defendant  to 
marry  again.  In  the  other,  the  divorce  is  only  a  ^nensa  et 
ihoroj  and  may  be  for  life  or  for  a  limited  time,  at  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court''  And  there  were  still  other  differences 
in  the  procedure,  which  he  pointed  out.^  In  Massachusetts, 
where  most  of  these  reasons  do  not  exist,  and  the  proceeding 
is  not  in  equity,  neither  is  it  purely  at  common  law,  it  is 
always  customary  to  unite  the  two  charges  of  cruelty  and 
adultery  in  one  libel,  though  one  of  them  furnishes  ground 
for  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  and  the  other,  for 
divorce  only  from  bed  and  board.  The  court  will  decree  the 
*  one  or  the  other  divorce,  according  as  the  evidence  produced 
may  require.^ 

§  328.  The  rule  in  equity  proceedings  is  familiar,  that, 
under  the  general  prayer  for  relief,  suppose  there  is  also  a 
specific  prayer,  the  court  will  grant  such  particular  relief  as 
the  case  stated  in  the  bill  and  supported  by  the  proofs  may 
require.'  And  on  this  principle,  if  the  particular  prayer  is 
for  one  form  of  divorce,  and  the  proven  facts  show  a  right  to 
the  other  form,  and  the  allegations  in  the  bill  afford  founda- 
tion  for  this  other  form,  the  latter  may  be  granted.  So  it 
would  seem  on  principle,  yet  the  books  present  us  scarcely  any 
specific  authority  on  this  point^     Where  there  is  no  general 


^  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  6  Johns.  Ch.  163.  *  Tonng  v.  Toang,  4  Mass.  430. 

*  Tayloe  v.  Merchants  Ilrd  Insatanoe  Co.  9  How.  IT.  8.  390. 

*  The  reader  maj  oonaolt,  Klingenberger  v,  Klingenherger,  6  5.  &  H.  187 ; 

VOL  II.  28  [  265  ] 


§  329  PLBADEBTG  AND  AOOOMPAKIMBNTS.  [BOOK  IV. 

• 

prayer,  but  a  specific  one,  the  particular  relief  prayed  for  will 
be  granted,  or  not  any  thing.^  Yet  in  an  English  case  before 
the  new  court,  the  prayer  of  the  plaintiff  wife  was  for  a 
dissolution  of  the  marriage  by  reason  of  adultery  and  deser- 
tion ;  she  proved  adultery  only,  which  entitled  her  merely  to 
a  judicial  separation ;  and,  notwithstanding  the  prayer,  the 
court  held,  that,  as  she  had  brought  her  case  within  the  law 
authorizing  the  latter  remedy,  it  might  be  granted.^ 

§  329.  The  libel  must  set  out  a  sufficient  cause  of  divorce, 
else*  the  court  cannot  entertain  it.^  Where  it  does  not,  if  a 
jury  find  a  verdict  upon  it,  no  judgment  can  be  rendered 
thereon.^  And  the  cause  must  exist  at  the  time  the  libel 
is  filed.*^  Where  the  cause  is  one  which,  by  law,  must 
be  continuing  then,  the  date  of  the  libel  must  not  be  anterior 
to  the  time  of  the  filing.  The  judge  suggested,  that  the 
better  course  in  such  a  case  would  be  to  attach  no  date  to 
the  iibel,  '<  leaving  the  date  of  the  filing  to  be  regarded  as 
the  date  of  the  petition."  ^  And  where  the  evidence  brought 
forward  to  sustain  the  libel  fails  to  make  out  the  case  therein 
alleged,  the  suit  must  fail,  and  no  decree  be  rendered  in 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  though  other  ground  of  relief  should 
appear.  Thus,  where  a  wife  brought  her  bill  in  equity 
against  her  husband,  for  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board  by 
reason  of  his  cruelty  and  desertion,  and  in  the  proofs  it 
appeared  that  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  he  had  a  former 
wife  living,  thereby  entitling  her  to  a  sentence  of  nullity, 
still  she  was  refused  this  sentence,  because  the  bill  was  not 
framed  with  reference. to  this  relief.^ 


Hackney  v.  Hackney,  9  Hamph.  450 ;  Thoraboiy  v.  Thombnry,  2  J.  J.  Mar. 
322. 

^  Walton  V.  Walton,  32  Barb.  203 ;  VlHiittington  v.  Whittington,  2  Dot.  &  Bat. 
64;  Clayton  o.  Clayton,  1  Ashm.  52;  and  see  Moore  v.  Gnest,  8  Texas,  117 ; 
Edmonds  v.  Her  Husband,  4  La.  An.  439. 

>  Smith  V,  8mi&,  1  Swab.  &  T.  359, 362.  This  case  states  distinctly  that  the 
prayer  was  **  simply  for  a  dissolation." 

*  Anonymous,  2^  Maine,  663.  *  Johnson  0.  Johnson,  4  Wis.  185. 

•  Ante,  319.  «  Davis,  v.  Davis,  Sf  N.  H.  191, 192. 
7  Znle  V,  Znle,  Sazton,  96. 
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§  330.  How  adultery,  craelty,  desertion,  or  the  like,  is  to 
be  set  ont  in  the  libel  is  matter  to  be  considered  under  those 
several  heads.  The  libel  must  alwayi^  allege  a  marriage,  and 
this  rule  applies  as  well  in  suits  for  nullity  of  marriage  as 
in  ordinary  divorce  suits.^  It  is  the  English  ecclesiastical  prac- 
tice to  set  out  the  marriage  somewhat  at  length ;  thus,  one  of 
the  forms  given  in  Coote's  Ecclesisastical  Practice  is  as  fol- 
lows :  ^  That  in  the  months  of  June,  July,  and  August,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-five, 
the  said  Alexander  Grant,  Esquire,  bei]|g  then  resident  in  Ma- 
dras, in  the  East  Indies,  a  bachelor,  and  free  from  all  matrimo- 
nial contracts  and  engagements,  made  his  courtship  in  the  way 
of  marriage  to  the  said  Maria  Theresa  Grant,  then  Maria  The- 
resa de  Champ,  a  spinster,  and  also  free  from  all  matrimonial 
contracts  and  engagements,  who  received  such  the  courtship 
of  him,  the  said  Alexander  Grant,  and  consented  to  be  mar- 
ried to  him ;  and  that  accordingly,  on  or  about  the  twentieth 
day  of  the  said  month  of  August,  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  twenty-five,  they,  the  said  Alexander  Grant,  who  then 
was,  and  still  is,  a  member  of  the  church  of  Scotland  by 
law  established,  and  Maria  Theresa  Grant,  then  Maria  The- 
resa de  Champ,  were  lawfully  joined  together  in  holy  matri- 
mony according  to  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  church  of 
Scotland  by  law  established,  at  Madras  aforesaid,  by  the 
Reverend  George  James  Lawrie,  an  ordained  minister  of 
the  church  of  Scotland  as  by  law  established,  appointed  by 
the  United  Company  of  Merchants  of  England,  trading  to 
the  East  Indies,  to  officiate  as  chaplain  within  the  presidency 
of  Madras  aforesaid,  who  then  and  there  pronounced  them 
to  be  husband  and  wife  respectively."  And  the  libel  proceeds 
in  another  article  to  plead  cohabitation  under  the  marriage.' 

§  331.  It  was  held,  in  a  suit  for  the  restitution  of  conjugal 
rights,  not  to  be  necessary  to  plead  the  age  of  the  parties  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage.     "  I  am  still  disposed  to  hold,''  said 


1  Ante,  4  253,  ^2,  265;  Coote  Ec.  Pract.  320,  350,  362,  370,  377,  399,  411-416. 
3  Coote  Ec.  Pract.  320,  821. 
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Sir  John  NichoU,  ^  that,  where  it  is  pleaded  that  the  parties 
were  lawfully  married,  and  the  affidavit  is  exhibited  in  which 
the  age  is  averred,  and  the  entry  of  the  marriage,  that  the 
averments  are  safficient ;  it  lies  on  the  adverse  party  to  show 
any  thing  be  thinks  may  impeach  it."  ^  In  a  divorce  case  it 
was  adjudged  to  be  sufficient  to  plead  that  the  parties  were 
'MawfuUy  married,"  without  stating  the  marriage  to  have 
been  by  virtue  of  banns  first  duly  had  and  published,  or  pur- 
suant to  a  license  first  duly  had,,  as  the  case  may  be.  The 
word  '^  lawfully,"  it  was  said,  conveys  the  whole.^  And  al- 
though it  was  customary  tq  aver,  as  in  the  precedent  copied 
into  our  last  section,  a  courtship  as  well  as  marriage,  there 
was  no  legal  necessity  for  the  courtship  to  be  mentioned; 
still.  Dr.  Lushington  once  observed  of  this  matter :  ^^  When 
long  established  forms  are  departed  from,  the  vigilance  of  the 
court  is  usually  excited."  ^ 

§  332.  The  present  Matrimonial  Court  of  England  has 
adopted  new  rules  of  proceeding,  and  the  following  is  the 
brief  form  in  which  the  marriage  is  to  be  alleged :  ''  That 

your  petitioner  was,  on  the  —  day  of ,  18 — ,  lawfully 

married  to  C.  B.  [the  present  name  of  the  wife],  then  C. 

Z.,  widow,  at ."  *     And  although  the  reports  of  our 

American  tribunals  seem  to  contain  no  cases  which  turned 
on  the  mere  question  of  the  allegation  of  the  marriage,  this 
brief  form  is  believed  by  the  writer  to  be  sufficient  in  most, 
probably  all,  of  our  States,  It  has  been  held  in  New  Hamp- 
shire, where  the  matter  appears  to  be  complicated  with  some 
other  questions  which  concern  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
that  the  place  at  which  the  marriage  occurred  should  be 
set  out  in  the  libel  And  it  was  added,  that,  if  the  marriage 
were  celebrated  in  New  Hampshire,  and  the  parties  are 
described  as  residing  there,  no  further  allegation  of  residence 
is  necessary.     If  they  were  married  elsewhere,  a  subsequent 


1  Pool  V.  Pool,  2  Phillim.  119,  120.  >  Leigbton  v.  Leigbton,  14  Jnr.  318. 

«  Dillon  o.  Dillon,  8  Curt  Ec.  86,  90,  7  Eng.  Ec.  877,  879. 
«  Swabey  Div.  180. 
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residence  of  the  libellant  in  the  State  at  the  time  of  the  delic' 
turn  must  be  averred ;  for  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over 
causes  of  divorce  which  occnred  while  the  parties  were  re- 
siding in  another  State.^ 

§  333.  The  questions  of  what  allegation  of  faculties,  of 
property  brought  by  the  wife  to  the  husband,  and  of  the 
birth  and  present  existence  of  children,  the  libel  should  con- 
tain, or  whether  any,  will  come  up  for  discussion  under 
appropriate  heads  hereafter.  Having  thus  disposed  of  the 
principal  matters  of  the  libel,  so  far  as  the  present  discussion 
is  concerned,  it  remains  to  inquire  what  ancillary  or  inci- 
dental matters  must  be  set  out  in  it.  In  New  York,  there 
were  formerly  some  rules  of  the  court  of  chancery  requiring 
the  bill  to  negative  connivance,  condonation,  and  the  like,  — 
the  precise  extent  of  which  rules  it  is  immaterial  to  inquire.' 
At  present  the  matter  in  this  State  would  seem  to  be  regu- 
lated by  a  rule  of  the  Supreme  Court,  —  at  least,  regulated 
for  that  court,  —  adopted  in  1854.  It  is  as  follows :  '^  When 
the  action  is  for  a  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  unless 
it  is  averred  in  the  complaint  that  the  adultery  charged  was 
committed  without  the  consent,  connivance,  privity,  or  pro- 
curement of  the  plaintiff;  that  five  years  have  not  elapsed 
since  the  discovery  of  the  fact  that  such  adultery  had  been 
committed  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  voluntarily  cohab- 
ited with  the  defendant  since  such  discovery;  and  also, 
when  at  the  time  of  the  offence  charged  the  defendant  was 
living  in  adulterous  intercourse  with  the  person  with  whom 
the  offence  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  that  five  years 
have  not  elapsed  since  the  commencement  of  such  adulter* 
ous  intercourse  was  discovered  by  the  plaintiff;  and  the 
complaint  containing  such  averments  be  verified  by  the  oath 
of   the  plaintiff,  in   the   manner  prescribed   by   the   157th 

>  Gieenlaw  v.  Qeenlaw,  12  N.  H.  200 ;  ante,  S  1 7^-175.  And  see  Batchelder  v. 
Batchelder,  14  N.  H.  aSO ;  Mix  p.  Mix,  1  Johns.  Ch.  204;  post,  (  844. 

'  Ante,  4  30,  note ;  Kane  v,  Kane,  8  Edw.  Ch.  889 ;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  1 
Edw.  Ch.  489;  Rose  o.  Rose,  II  Paige,  166.  And  see  as  to  Michigan,  Emmons 
o.  Emmons,  Walker,  Mich.  682. 
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section  of  the  code,  jadgment  shall  not  be  rendered  for  the 
relief  demanded  until  the  plaintiff 'b  affidavit  be  prodaced 
stating  the  above  facts."  ^  Mention  of  this  rule,  however,  is 
not  made  so  much  to  guide  New  York  practitioners,  as  to 
caution  all  readers,  that  there  may  be  rules  of  court,  or 
statutes  of  their  own  States,  controlling  such  questions  as 
those  now  under  coosidisration. 

« 

§  334.  Connivance,  condonation,  and  recrimination,  are 
matters  which  properly  belong  to  the  defence;  and,  as  a 
general  proposition,  where  there  is  no  statute  or  rule  of  court 
on  the  subject,  it  would  plainly  be  irregular  to  introduce  into 
the  libel  a  denial  of  them.^  Yet  in  the  practice  of  the  Eccle* 
siastical  Courts  there  was  some  looseness  on  this  subject, 
growing  probably  out  of  the  fact,  already  mentioned,  that 
the  party -made  his  allegation,  whether  it  were  the  libel  or  a 
subsequent  allegation,  for  the  double  purpose  of  exhibiting 
ground  in  law  for  the  complaint,  and  drawing  testimony  out 
of  witnesses  and  the  opposite  party.  And  as  observed  by 
Sir  John  Nicholl,  ^<  where  the  party  himself  has  the  benefit  of 
being  beard  on  his  own  statements,  he  should  set  forth  every 
thing  fully,  or  the  court  will  take  the  statement  to  his  dis- 
advantage." '  And  in  these  courts,  as  in  all  others,  it  was 
as  a  general  proposition  no  objection  to  an  allegation  that  it 
contained  more  than  was  necessary  to  entitie  the  party  to 
his  remedy.^ 

§  335  [349.]  And  whether  a  cause  is  to  be  heard  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Courts  or  any  other,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  so 
to  present  his  case  as  not  to  show  himself  at  the  same  time 


1  Bale  64,  Voorhies  Code,  5th  ed.  639. 

>  Pastoret  v,  Putoret,  6  Maw.  276 ;  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  9  Lid.  105 ;  post,  S  335, 337, 
841.  See,  on  this  general  subject,  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  14  Wend.  637 ;  Haswell  o. 
Haswell,  1  Swab.  &  T.  503 ;  Backus  v.  Backus,  3  Qreenl.  186 ;  Dayis  v,  Payis,  19 
ni.  334;  Jeans  v.  Jeans,  2  Earring.  Del.  88;  Morrill  v.  Morrill,  1  Barb.  318; 
Wood  V.  Wood,  a  Paige,  108;  Bordell  v.  Bmdell,  2  Barb.  478 ;  Burr  v.  Buir,  9 
Bdw.  Ch.  448. 

•  Bees  V.  Beea,  8  PhilUm.  387, 391, 1  Eng.  Ec.  418,  419. 

*  Croft  o.  Croft.  3  Hag.  Ec  310,  6  Eng.Ec  120, 126. 

[270] 


OHAP.  xvm.]  puiADmes  nr  oohbt.  ^  336 

barred  of  bis  remedy ; '  and,  if  the  bar  appears  in  his  own 
pleadings,  he  cannot  have  a  divorce  even  though  a  jury 
should  find  a  verdict  in  his  favor.^  In  the  ecclesiastical 
practice,  he  may,  if  he  choose,  introduce  into  his  libel  any 
matter  which  will  make  the  history  natural  and  consistent, 
and  forestall  suspicion  of  connivancy ;  "for  the  party  ought 
not  to  be  force.d  ultimately  to  depend,  for  an  explanation  of 
his  conduct,  on  the  ingenuity  of  his  counsel,  or  the  discrim- 
ination of  the  co.urt/'^  The  case  may  be  such,  that  the 
plaintiff's  only  safety  is  in  this  form  of  pleading ;  because,  if 
the  matter  of  defence  appears,  either  by  bis  own  admissions 
upon  the  record,  or  by  the  testimony  of  his  witnesses,  the 
court  of  its  own  motion,  or  moved  by  the  opposing  counsel, 
will  take  the  objection  at  the  hearing,  though  it  appears  not 
in  allegation.^ 

§  336  [349].  Yet  it  has  been  doubted,  whether,  even  under 
the  ecclesiastical  practice,  the  defendant  can  set  up  eanniv^ 
ance  merely  on  interrogatories  proposed  by  himself^  to  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses;  at  all  events  the  evidence  must  be  un- 
equivocal, and.  incapable  of  explanation ;  and  the  court  will 
give  the  plaintiff  opportunity  to  explain  it,  if  he  can.^  Still 
we  shall  find  it  difficult  to  see,  how,  if  connivance  or  any 
other  defence  comes  out  in  proof,®  the  courts  as  representing 
the  public  which  does  not  plead,  can  refuse  to  give  heed  to 
the  evidence,  though  the  party  could  claim  nothing.  But 
perhaps  this  precise  question  can  arise  only  in  the  peculiar 
practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  which  permits  the  testi- 
mony to  be  taken  on  the  allegations  of  either  party  before 
the  adverse  party  has  closed  his  pleadings;  so  that,  while 
the  right  to  cross-examine  on  this  matter  was  unquestioned 


1  Crewe  v,  Crewe,  8  Hag.  Ec.  128, 125, 5  Sag.  £c.  4&,  46;  Johosoa  v.  Johnaon, 
1  Edw.  Cb.  489 ;  poet,  (  840. 

*  Moae  r.  Mom,  2  Ire.  55 ;  ante,  (  829. 

«  Croft  V.  Croft,  8  Hag.  Ec.  810,  812,  5  Eng.  Ec.  120, 121. 

*  Crewe  v.  Crewe,  8  Hag.  Ec.  128, 124,  5  Eng.  Ec.  45, 46 ;  Torton  v.  Tnrton,  8 
Hag.  Ec.  88S,  5  Eng.  Ec.  180 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Paig«,  482. 

*  Torton  v.  Torton,  8  Hag.  Ec.  888, 5  Eng.  Ec.  180.  «  Ante,  §  258. 
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in  England,  nnder  the  ecclesiastical  system,  it  may  not, 
probably  does  not,  exist  in  this  country.^ 

§  337  [381].  In  the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Coarts, 
the  promoter  usually  alleges,  in  the  libel,  a  withdrawal  from 
cohabitation  with  the  d^endant,  upon  the  last  act  of  cruelty 
being  inflicted,^  or  receiving  knowledge  of  the  adultery ;  *  but 
only  thus  argumentatively  does  the  libel  deny- candanaiiofL 
This  form  of  pleading  seems  naturally  to  constitute  a  part  of 
the  voluminous  allegations,  which  must  always  incumber  a 
case  where  the  evidence  is  taken  in  the  mode  pursued  in 
those  courts ;  but  it  is  not  adapted  to  the  practice  of  other 
tribunals.  And  in  England,  it  has  been  said,  that  slight 
proof  of  this  allegation  is  sufficient.^  Truly,  however,  both 
there  and  here,  condonation  is  but  matter  of  defence ;  it  may 
accompany  a  denial  of  the  offence  charged  ;*  and  it  must  be 
pleaded  by  the  defendlint,  or  he  will  have  no  right  to  take 
advantage  of  it^  And  Sir  John  NichoU  has  said :  ^  I  know 
not  of  &ny  case  where  condonation  has  been  held  to  estop  a 
party,  where  it  has  not  been  pleaded."  ^  In  the  American 
practice,  there  is  no  necessity  for  the  libel  to  contain  any 
denial  of  condonation.^ 

§  338  [382].  But  in  consequence  of  the  triangular  charao* 
t^r  of  the  matrimonial  suit,  as  before  discussed,^  it  follows, 
that,  whenever  the  fact  of  condonation  having  passed  appears 
in  the  case,  it  is  fatal  to  the  plaintifTs  claim,  though  the  de- 
fendant has  not  pleaded  it ;  not  because  the  defendant  has 
any  just  right  to  take  the  objection,  but  because  public  policy 

1  See  post,  4  339.  '  Coote  Ec.  Pract.  356.  <  lb.  334. 

*  I>r.  Liubington,  m  Caton  v.  Caton,  13  Jar.  431,  434. 

ft  Smitb  p.  Smith,  4  Paige,  432;  Wood  v.  Wood,  9  Paige,  106;  Dillon  v. 
Dillon,  3  Cart  Ec.  86,  7  Eng.  Ec.  377,  380. 

«  Smith  V.  Smith,  4  Paige,  439;  Adams  v.  Horst,  9  La.  343;  Timminga  v. 
Timmings,  3  Hag.  Ec.  76, 5  Eng.  Ec  22,  26 ;  Jeans  v.  Jeans,  2  Hairing.  DeL  38 ; 
ante,  S  3M- 

f  Darant  v.  Darant,  1  Hag.  Ec.  733,  752,  3  Eng.  Ec  310,  319.  Bat  see  Beat «. 
Best,  1  Add.  Ec  411,  2  Eng.  Ec  158. 

■  Earp  V.  Earp,  1  Jones  Eq.  239.  •  Ante,  \  231,  234,  253. 
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does  not  permit  the  divorce ;  and  the  public,  which  does  not 
plead,  objects  through  the  conscience  of  the  judge.  And 
Chancellor  Walworth  went  so  f^  as  to  say,  that,  if  there  is 
reason  to  believe  this  defence  exists,  the  court,  ex  officio^  may 
at  any  time  before  a  final  decree  direct  an  inquiry  to  ascer- 
tain the  fact^  Therefore  where,  in  a  case  taken  pro  confesso^ 
and  referred  to  a  master  for  proofs,  the  master's  report  left  it 
doubtful,  whj^ther  the  complainant  had  not  voluntarily  co- 
habited with  the  defendant  after  knowledge  of  the  last  act 
of  adultery  charged,  such  cohabitation  having  occurred  after 
knowledge  of  several  previous  acts,  there  was  ordered  a  refer- 
ence  back  to  the  master  of  the  question,  whether  this  last  act 
was  condoned.^  But  where  a  decree  for  divorce  had  been 
regularly  obtained  by  the  wife  against  her  .husband,  while  he 
was  in  the  state  prison  on  conviction  for  a  felony,  and  no 
doubt  existed  of  the  fact  of  the  matrimonial  offence  com- 
plained of  having  been  committed  >  the  court  would  not 
open  the  decree,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  set  up 
condonation  of  the  offence.^ 

§  339  [383].   In  the  ecclesiastical  practice  has  arisen  an- 


1  Smith  17.  Smith,  4  Paige,  432.  On  do  principle,  other  than  is  here  suggested, 
can  we  acooant  for  the  deciaion  of  the  Snpreme  Coort  of  Maine,  in  Backna  v, 
BaclLoa,  8  Greenl.  136 ;  a  brief  case,  and  not  apparently  much  considered ;  where, 
on  a  general  traTente  to  the  libel,  and  without  special  plea,  the  respondent  was  per- 
mitted to  show  a  condonation  of  the  adultery,  by  subsequent  cohabitation.  The 
court  is  reported  to  have  obserred,  that  such  eyidence  had  always  been  heard  in 
any  stage  of  the  causey  even  after  a  default.  And  see  Elwes  v,  Elwes,  1  Hag.  Con. 
269,  292,  4  Eng.  £c.  401,  411. 

*  Dodge  r.  Dodge,  7  Paige,  589.  It  is  observable,  however,  that  a  rule  of  the 
New  York  Court  of  Chancery  required  every  plaintiff  to  aver  in  his  bill,  **  that  he 
has  not  voluntarily  cohabited  with  the  defendant  since  the  discovery  "  of  the  adul- 
tery. Rule  168.  Therefore  when  a  bill,  on  being  taken  as  confessed,  was  referred 
to  a  master  for  proofs,  the  court  held  it  necessary  for  him  to  inquire,  whether,  since 
the  plaintiff  obtained  knowledge  of  the  adultery,  tliere  had  been  any  condonation  of 
it  by  voluntary  cohabitation.  Pugsley  v,  Pugsley,  9  Paige,  589 ;  Kane  o.  Kane,  3 
Edw.  Ch.  389  ;  Dobbs  v,  Dobbs,  3  Edw^  Cht  377  ;  Emmons  v.  Emmons,  Walk. 
Mich.  532.    And  see  Johnson  v,  Johnson,  14  Wend.  637. 

*  Hofinire  v.  Hofmire,  7  Paige,  60 ;  8.  c.  before  the  V.  C,  nam.  Hofibiire  v, 
Hofimire,  3  Edw.  Ch.  173.  For  the  contrary  doctrine  to  what  is  maintained  in 
this  section,  see  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  9  Ind.  105.    See  ante,  4  253. 
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other  difficalty  alladed  to  when  speaking  of  connivance,^ 
which  difficulty  would  not  arise,  certainly  not  to  the  same 
extent,  under  our  different  procedure.  There  a  defendant,  in 
his  interrogatories  to  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  may  inquire, 
not  only  into  matters  alleged  in  the  libel,  but  also  into  such 
as  he  intends  himself  to  allege  in  his  responsive  allegation, 
thereafter  to  be  produced.  But  suppose  he  does  not  after^ 
ward  tender  the  allegation,  or  does  not  therein  set  up  the 
condonation ;  still  the  evidence  exists  in  the  case,  rightfully 
drawn  forth  by  a  party  who  has  no  right  to  use  it  without  a 
plea;  and  the  question  is,  what  the  court  will  do  with  it. 
Two  points  however  seem,  on  the  whole,  to  be  established; 
first,  that  the  court  will  not  suffer  the  plaintiff  to  be  sur- 
prised, but  will  give  him,  if  necessary,  an  opportunity  to 
explain;  secondly,  that,  if  the  condonation  is  thus  proved 
^'  by  the  clearest  and  most  conclusive  evidence,"  the  divorce 
will  be  withheld,  not  otherwise ;  ^'  for,  if  [the  matter]  had 
been  expressly  pleaded,  the  other  party  might  have  produeed 
further  evidence  to  explain  and  disprove  the  defence."  * 

§  340  [384].  Plainly,  then,  if  a  condonation  appears  on 
the  face  of  the  proofs  or  allegations  of  the  party  complain- 
ing, he,  being  bound  to  present  a  case  which  does  not  at  the 
same  time  show  a  bar,  cannot  have  the  divorce.'  And  when 
thus  the  condonation  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  pleadings  of 
such  party  himself,  the  rule  we  have  just  considered,^  that 
it  must  be  established,  when  not  set  up  in  defence,  by  the 
clearest  and  most  conclusive  evidence,  does  not  apply.^  So 
the  peculiar  form  of  the  plaintifTs  allegation  may  cast  upon 
him  the  burden  of  showing,  affirmatively,  that  there  was  no 


1  Ante,  S  836. 

*  DaTBDt  V,  Darant,  1  Hag.  £c.  733,  8  Eng.  Be.  310,  317,  319 ;  Snow  v.  Snow, 
2  Notee  Cas.  Sapp.  1,11;  Torton  v.  Tarton,  8  Hag.  £c.  338,  6  Eng.  Ec.  130; 
Beeby  v.  Beeby,  1  Hag.  Ec  789,  795,  3  Eng.  Ec.  338, 341 ;  EIw«b  v.  Elwes,  1  Hag. 
Con.  969,  292,  4  Eng.  Ec.  401,  411.*  And  8ee  ante,  (  336. 

*  North  V.  North,  5  Mass.  320 ;  Timmings  v.  Timmings,  3  Hag.  Ec.  76,  5 
Eng.  Ec.  22,  23 ;  Snow  p.  Snow,  2  Notes  Caa.  Sapp.  1, 12 ;  Popkin  v.  Popkin, 
1  Hag.  Ec.  766,  3  Eng.  Ec.  325 ;  ante,  S  335. 

*  Ante,  4  339..  *  Snow  o.  Snow,  anpra. 
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condonation ;  as,  it  seems,  if  the  husband  states  in  his  libel 
that  the  wife  slept  at  his  house  the  night  after  she  committed 
adultery,  of  which  adultery  he  had  knowledge,  he  must  show 
he  did  not  sleep  with  her.^ 

§  341  [408].  In  like  manner,  a  defendant^  who  would  rely 
upon  matter  of  recriminationy  must  plead  and  prove  it' 
Even  where,  in  the  chancery  practice,  the  bill  has  been  taken 
pro  eonfessoy  without  plea,  evidence  of  the  recriminatory  mat- 
ter has  been  deemed  inadmissible  on  the  hearing  before  the 
master  to  establish  the  defendant's  guilt*  A  plea  of  recrim- 
ination inay  be  joined  with  a  denial  of  guilt^  And  where 
the  complainant  has  committed  adultery  since  the  answer  or 
plea  was  put  in,  the  defendant  will  be  permitted,  on  applica- 
tion made  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  discovery  of  the 
fact,  to  set  the  fact  up  in  plea,  or  in  a  supplemental  answer,  or 
by  a  cross-bill  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  pms  darrien  conUnuancefi 
And  it.  has  been  intimated,  as  it  would  seem  necessarily  to 
follow  from  established  principles,  that,  when  a  case  has 
been  sent  to  a  jury,  —  if  the  plaintiff,  after  a  verdict  in  his 
favor,  but  before  a  decree,  contracts  a  second  marriage  and 
cohabits  under  it,  he  can  have  no  benefit  from  the  verdict ;  ^ 
the  rule  being,  that  adultery  will  bar,  if  committed  at  anp 
time  be/ore  sentence  J . 

§  342  [413].  Accordingly  in  the  ecclesiastical  practice,  the 
plaintiff  sometimes  introduces  .into  his  libel  articles  account- 
ing for  his  delay  in  instituting  the  suit,  this  is  an  admissible 


^  Timmiiigs  v.  Timmings,  3  Hag.  £c.  76,  5  Eng.  £c.  22,  26  ;  Dillon  v.  Dillon, 
3  Cnrt.  £c.  86,  7  Eng.  Ec.  377,  390.  And  see  Johnson  v,  Johnson,  1  Edw.  Ch. 
439. 

*  Smith  o.  Smith,  4  Paige,  432 ;  Fastoreto.  Pastoret,  6  Mass.  276. 
'  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  14  Wend.  637.    See  ante,  (  838,  note. 

*  Smith  V,  Smith,  sapra;  Hopper  v.  Hopper,  11  Paige,  46;  Forster  v,  Fonter, 
1  Hag.  Con.  144,  4  Eng,  Ec  358 ;  Wood  v.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108. 

^  Smith  V.  Smith,  sapra ;  Brisco  v.  Brisoo,  2  Add.  Ec.  259,  2  Eng.  Ec.  294. 

*  Stanford  v,  Stanford,  1  Edw.  Ch.  317. 

7  Brisoo  V.  Brisoo,  sapra ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  sapra.    See  ante,  S  S35,  336, 839. 
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course'  of  proceedure ;  ^  bat  he  need  not  examine  witnesses 
upon  them,  unless  the  defence  is  such  as  to  require  him  to 
justify  his  conduct.^  The  court  has  sometimes  called  upon  the 
husband  for  his  affidavit  explanatory  of  his  delay.^  And  in 
a  New  Hampshire  case,  the  judge  observed :  ^  The  extreme 
cruelty  complained  of  was  eight  years  prior  to  the  application 
for  the  divorce,  and  no  reason  is  assigned  why  an  earlier 
application  was  not  made,  which  should  have  been  given" 
in  the  libel.^  It  is  doubtful,  however,  whether  this  view, 
even  in  the  case  of  so  considerable  a  lapse  of  time,  accords 
with  the  general  American  practice  and  doctrine. 

§  343.  In  the  famous  case  of  Evans  v.  Evans,  which  was 
a  suit  for  cruelty  brought  by  the  wife  against  the  husband, 
Lord  Stowell  observed :  ''  In  her  libel  she  pleads,  as  is  usual," 
—  a  practice  which  we  are  informed  in  a  note  by  the  reporter 
has  since  been  discontinued,*-^ 'though  not  necessary,  and 
sometimes  disadvantageous,  her  virtuous  education,  «nd 
good  disposition,  and  her  excellent  conduct  in  the  characters 
of  a  wife  and  a  mother.  One  inconvenience  arises  from  an 
article  of  this  kind,  that  it  gives  opportunity  and  invitation 
to  the  other  party  to  counterplead,  in  contradiction  to  this 
good  character,  as  has  been  done  in  this  case,  in  which  a 
counterplea  is  given  full  of  unfavorable  epithets  applied  to 
her,  and,  amongst  others,  that  she  is  a  woman  subject  to 
habits  of  intoxication."  ^  The  temptation  is  very  strong,  in 
these  cases,  when  in  the  hands  of  a  prolific  pleader,  to  ex- 
patiate on  the  good  qualities  of  the  plaintiff;  but  the  method 
most  to  be  approved,  is  to  omit  all  such  matter.  Often  the 
American  libel,  when  brought  on  behalf  of  the  wife,  con- 
tains the  statement  that  she  has  been  a  good,  virtuous,  and 


1  Mortimer  o.  MoTtimer»  2  Hag.  Con.  310. 

*  Richardson  v,  Richardson,  1  Hag.  £c.  6,  8  Eng.  Be.  IS<    And  see  Vallemi  v. 
VaUean,  6  Paige,  207 ;  Fellows  v.  Fellows,  8  N.  H.  160. 

*  Loader  v.  Loader,  cited  in  Gilpin  v.  Oflpfai,  8  Hag.  Ec.  150,  5  Eng.  Be  88, 80. 
«  PbUows  v.  Fellows,  8  N.  H.  160.  And  see  UeCtdBartj  p,  McGaflbrCj,  8  Blackf. 

218. 

*  Brana  v,  Eyans,  1  Hag.  Con.  86, 95,  4  Eng.  Be.  310»  388»  note.       •* 
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obedient  wife,  or  something  of  this  sort  ^There  is  probably 
no  legal  objection  to  such  a  single  phrase  in  the  libel,  —  But 
why  place  the  wife  in  the  position  of  one  bestowing  praise 
on  herself,  when,  if  any  thing  is  to  be  shown  against  her,  it 
shotild  be  alleged  on  the  other  side  ? 

§  344.  In  Alabama,  it  is  provided  by  statute,  that,  when 
the  defendant  does  not  live  within  the  State,  the  plaintiff 
^  must  have  been  a  bond  fide  resident  of  this  State  for  one 
year  next  before  the  filing  of  the  bill ;  which  must  be  alleged 
in  the  bill,  and^  proved."  ^  And  there  are  other  States  in 
which,  either  by  express  enactment,  or  by  judicial  interpreta- 
tion of  the  statutes,  something  corresponding  to  this  Alabama 
provision  is  required  in  respect  to  the  allegation  and  the 
proof.  The  practitioner  who  is  familiar  with  the  general 
principles  of  pleading  will  be  able  easily  to  satisfy  himself 
upon  every  such  point,  on  consulting  the  statutes  of  his 
State.^  And  in  particular  States  there  may  be  still  other 
like  matters  to  which  the  pleader  will  look. 


IIL    The  PhaMngz  Subsequent  to  the  Libel 

§  345.  It  was  observed  in  a  Maine  case,  that  '<  the  strict 
rules  of  pleading  applicable  to  common-law  cases  have  not 
been  followed  in  libels  for  divorce."'  And  the  writer  is 
persuaded,  from  his  general  impression  of  the  cases  as  he 
finds  them  in  the  reports,  that  but  little  attention  has  been 
paid  in  most  of  our  States  to  the  pleadings  subsequent  to 
the  libel.     Where  the  proceeding  is  by  bill  in  equity,  drawn 


'  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  30  Ala.  394 ;  Cioflsman  v.  Grossman,  33  Ala.  486. 

'  The  following  cases  may  be  consulted :  Batchelder  v.  Batchelder,  14  N.  H.  380 ; 
Fallows  V.  Fellows,  8  N.  H.  160;  Smith  p.  Smith,.  12  N.  H.  80;  ante,  S  88S; 
Latlier  v.  Lattier,  5  Ohio,  538;  Mdntyre  v.  Mdntyre,  Wright,  135;  Guild  v. 
Guild,  16  Yt.  512;  Mix  v.  Mix,  1  Johns.  Ch.  204;  Jarris  v.  Jarris,  3  Edw.  Ch. 
462;  Emmons  o.  Emmons,  Walker,  Mich.  582 ;  Townsend  v.  Townsend,  2  B.  L 
160;  Lesener  v,  Lesener,  31  Barb.  330. 

■  Vance  v.  Vance,  17  Maine,  203, 204. 
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in  doe  equity  forgi,  the  sabsequent  pleadings  will  take  the 
couree  usual  in  the  equity  tribunals.  Where  the  proceeding 
is  not  in  equityi  some  deeent  regard  to  the  ordinary  practice 
must  be  paid  in  these  cases.^ 

§  346.  In  some  form,  according  to  the  custom  most  pre- 
yaiUng  in*  this  country,  the  respondent  must  make  written 
answer,  —  not  in  the  sense  of  the  personal  answer,  as  used 
in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,'  —  to  the  plaintiff's  libel.'  This 
may  be  either  by  a  sort  of  general  issue,  in  which  the  allega- 
tions of  the  libel  are  simply  denied,  or  it  may  be  by  setting 
up  some  special  matter,  such  as  condonation,  or  the  like. 
And  although  the  defendant  makes  the  general  issue  or 
denial,  he  may  join  therewith  the  special  matter.  Thus, 
though  the  answer  denies  the  adultery  charged  in  the  .bill,  it 
may  set  up,  in  connection  with  this  denial,  condonation  or 
recrimination.^  And  in  like  manner,  a  defendant  may  set  up 
connivance  in  plea,  without  admitting  the  truth  of  the  plain- 
tiff's allegation,  or  may  join  such  plea  with  a  denial  of  guilt* 
And  unless  defences  of  this  kind  are  set  up  in  the  answer, 
they  cannot  be  proved  on  the  trial.^ 

§  347.  How  adultery  is  to  be  alleged,  where  the  party  re- 
lies upon  it  as  cause  of  divorce,  we  shall  see  under  the  title 
Adultery  in  this  volume.  The  same'  particularity  which  is 
required  in  a  libel  setting  up  this  matter,  is  required  when 


1  And  see  farther  on  this  subject,  Ewing  o.  Ewing,  2  Fhilad.  371,  bottom  paging, 
where  it  was  held  that  a  plea  and  a  demurrer  could  not  be  put  in  at  the  same  time ; 
Turner  v.  Turner,  3  Oreenl.  398 ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  18  ICaine,  308 ;  Ristine  v.  Ris- 
tine,  4  Bawle,  460 ;  Morrell  v.  Morrell,  3  Barb.  236. 

<  Ante,  ^217,281. 

'  Orrok  v.  Orrok,  1  Mass.  341 ;  Allen  v,  Allen,  1  Hemp.  68 ;  RistiBe  o.  Bistine, 
4  Bawle,  460 ;  Hesler  v,  Hesler,  Wright,  210 ;  Mosser  o.  MoMer,  29  Ala.  818 ;  Rich- 
mond V,  Bichmond,  10  Teig.  343. 

*  Wood  V.  Wood,  2  iVuge,  108 ;  ante,  §  387. 

*  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  3  Hug.  Ec  57,  5  Eng.  Ec  13 ;  FoFSler  v.  Fonter,  1  Hag. 
.Con.  144, 4  Eng.  Ec.  3l(8, 360 ;  Mooraom  v.  Mborsom,  3  Hag.  Ec.  87, 5  Eng.  Be. 
28 ;  Gilpin  v,  Qilpin,  3  Hag.  Ec.  1 60, 5  Eng.  Ec.  58 ;  Austin  v.  Austin,  10  0>nn.  221 . 

*  Lewis  V,  Lewis,  9  Ind.  105 ;  ante,  S  236,  253,  257, 336,  338^841. 
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« 

the  like  matter  is  brought  forward  in  the  way  of  recrimina- 
tionJ  But  an  answer,  it  has  been  laid  down  in  New  York, 
setting  up  adultery  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  defence,  need  not 
allege,  that  the  parties  were  inhabitants  of  the  State  at  the 
time  when  it  was  committed,  or  that  the  defendant  was  ever 
an  inhabitant' 

§  348.  Where  a  defendant  pleads  condonation,  if  the  plain- 
tiff would  avoid  the  effect  of  it  by  showing  subsequent  mis- 
conduct, be  should  set  up  this  matter  in  answer  to  the  plea.^ 

§  349.  In  these  suits,  matter  which  occurred  subsequently 
to  the  bringing  of  the  suit  may  under  some  circumstances  be 
introduced;^  but  there  is  nothing  connected  with  this  propo- 
sition which  requires  a  particular  examination. 


1  Morrell  v.  Morrell,  1  Barb.  318 ;  Wood  v.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108 ;  Bur  v.  Bwopy 
2  £dw.  Ch.  448 ;  Garrett  v,  Garrett,  12  Ind.  407 ;  Holsten  v.  Holsten,  23  Ala.  777. 
^  Leseaer  v.  Leseaer,  31  Barb.  330. 

*  Jeans  v.  Jeans,  2  Earring.  (Del.)  38. 

*  Bnidell  o.  Bnrdell,  2  Barb.  473 ;  ante,  i  316, 819.  ^ 
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ANCILLARY  PROCEEDINGS  AND  DECREES  ATTENDANT 

ON  THE  MAIN  ISSUE. 


CHAPTER    XIX. 

PRELIMINABY  INQUIRT  OONCBRNING  ALIMONY  AS  AN  INDBPBNDBNT 

BBMBDY  UNAOGOMPANIED  BY  DIYORCB. 

§  350.  Bei^rb  we  enter  directly  upon  the  discussion  of  the 
principal  topics  intended  for  this  division  of  our  subject,  it 
seems  desirable  to  consider  the  doctrines  which  pertain  to 
alimony  as  awarded  in  a  few  of  our  States,  when  there  is  no 
divorce.  Let  it  first  be  observed,  however,  that  the  divorce 
suit  is  peculiar  in  drawing  to  itself  various  ancillary  matters, 
which,  of  themselves,  are  really  independent  of  the  main  mat- 
ter, therefore  requiring  to  be  considered  under  separate  titles. 
Alimony,  though  usually  a  dependent  on  a  divorce  suit,  is,  in 
a  very  high  sense,  an  independent  thing,  having  its  own  pro- 
cedure, its  own  separate  sentence,  and  a  life  distinct  from  the 
main  life  of  the  final  decree. 

§  351  [549].  Alimony,  as  the  term  is  used  in  divorce  law, 
is  the  allowance  which  a  husband,  by  order  of  court,  pays  to 
his  wife  living  separate  from  him,  for  her  maintenance;  or,  it 
may  be  the  provision  which  is  made  by  the  court  for  the  sus- 
tenance of  a  wife  divorced  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  out 
[280] 
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• 

of  her  late  hasband's  estate,  —  this  latter  branch  of  the  defi- 
nition, however,  being  a  matter  which  pertains  only  to  the 
modem  law,  not  to  the  ancient.^  The  allowance  may  be  for 
her  use  either  daring  the  pendency  of  a  suit,  in  which  case  it 
is  called  alimony  pendente  liie^  or  after  its  termination,  called 
permanent  alimony.  It  has  no  common-law  existence  as  a 
separate,  independent  right ;  but,  wherever  found,  it  comes  as 
an  incident  to  a  proceeding  for  some  other  purpose,  as  for  a 
divorce ;  no  court  in  England  having  any  jurisdiction  to  grant 
it,  where  it  is  the  only  relief  sought*'* 

§  352  [650].  « I  take  it,"  says  Lord  Loughborough, "  to  be 
now  the  established  law,  that  no  court,  not  even  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court,  has  any  original  jurisdiction  to  give  a  wife  a 
separate  maintenance.  It  is  always  as  incidental  to  some 
other  matter,  that  she  becomes  entitled  to  a  separate  pro- 
vision.    If  she  applies  in  this  court  [a  court  of  equity]  upon 


1  The  following  are  some  of  the  definitions  of  alimony,  foond  in  the  books :  "  Al- 
imony, aithongh  it  properly  signifies  nonrishment  or  maintenance,  when  strictly 
taken ;  yet  now,  in  the  common  legal  and  practical  sense,  it  signifies  that  propor- 
tion of  the  husband's  estate  which  tiie  wife  sues  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  to  hare 
allowed  her  foV  her  present  subsistence  and  liyelihood,  according  to  law,  upon  any 
sach  separation  frim  her  hasband  as  is  not  caused  by  her  own  elopement  or  adul- 
tery." Godol.  Ab.  508.  '*  Alimony  signifies  that  legal  proportion  of  the  husband's 
estate,  which,  by  the  sentence  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Ck)urt,  is  allowed  to  the  wife 
for  her  maintenance,  upon  the  account  of  any  separation  from  him."  Ayl.  Farer. 
58.  "  Alimony,  in  its  legal  sense,  may  be  defined  to  be  that  proportion  9f  tiie  hus- 
band's estate,  which  is  judicially  allowed  and  allotted  to  a  wife,  for  her  subsistence 
and  liTelihood,  during  the  period  of  their  separation."  Buffin,  C.  J.,  in  Sogers  o. 
Vines,  6  Ire.  293,  297.  ''Alimony  is  the  maintenance  or  support  which  a  husband 
is  bound  to  give  to  his  wife,  upon  a  separation  fix>m  her ;  or  tibe  support  which  either 
fotfaer  or  mother  is  bound  to  give  to  his  or  her  children,  though  this  is  more  usually 
called  maintenance."  Strong,  Senator,  m  Burr  o.  Burr,  7  Hill,  N.  T.  207.  "Ali- 
mony is  maintenance  afibrded  to  the  wife,  where  the  husband  refuses  to  giTe  it,  or 
where  his  improper  conduct  compels  her  to  separate  from  him.  It  is  not  a  portion 
of  his  real  estate,  to  be  assigned  to  her  in  fee-dmple,  subject  to  her  control,  or  to  be 
sold  at  her  pleasure ;  but  a  provision  for  her  support,  to  continue  during  their  joint 
lives,  or  so  long  as  they  live  separate."  Martin,  J.,  in  Wallingsford  v.  Wallings- 
ford,  6  Hju,  k  J.  485.  See  also  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  9  N.  H.  a09  ;  Wooldridge  v. 
Lucas,  9  B.  Monr.  49 ;  Oark  v.  Qark,  6  Watts  &  8.  85 ;  1  Bl.  Com.  441. 

*  Bees  V.  Waters,  9  Watts,  90,  93 ;  Head  o.  Head,  3  Atk.  547  ;  Lawson  v.  Shot- 
well,  27  Missis.  630,  683 ;  Bankston  v.  Bankston,  27  Bfissis.  692. 
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a  stcppKcavit  for  security  of  the  peace  against  her  haaband,  and 
it  is  necessary  that  she  should  live  apart,  as  incidental  to  that, 
the  chancellor  will  aJlow  her  separate  maintenance ;  so  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court,  if  it  is  necessary,  for  a  divorce  a  mensd  et 
thoro  propter  scevUiamJ^  ^  But  other  authorities  raise  at  least 
the  doubt,  whether  alimony  as  a  permanent  allowance  to  the 
wife  is  not  solely  confined  to  suits  for  divorce,  and  whether 
courts  of  equity  can  grant  it  upon  a  supplicavU  for  security 
of  the  peace.*  Equity  will  sometimes  enforce  the  specific 
performance  of  the  husband's  undertaking  to  pay  money  for 
the  support  of  his  wife,  while  the  parties  are  living  separate.' 

§  353  [551].  In  England,  during  the  Ck>mmon wealth,  the 
Ecclesiastical  Courts  were  abolished ;  and  then  .the  equity 
judges  were  expressly  authorized,  probably  by  a  clause  in 
their  commissions,^  to  decide  causes  of  alimoAy ;  and,  after 

•-  -  — --  r~>l  '  ■  -  _l IL 1-  -L _H_  _     ■__!__  J I    -!_■ I^JM    -I-  ■     ■  ■-■ ~~~~ 

1  Ball  V.  Montgomery,  2  Tea.  191,  195. 

*  Upon  this  point,  "Mi,  Sumner,  in  a  note  to  Ball  v.  Montgomery,  enpra,  (Am. 
ed.)  after  referring  to  2  Story  Eq.  JnriBp.  f  1422,  adds :  "  It  is  said,  however,  that 
there  is  no  modem  instance  of  the  exercise  of  this  authority  npon  a  writ  of  wppH- 
camt.  2  Stoiy  £q.  Jarisp.  \  1423, 1476  ;  2  Roper  Hash.  &  Wife,  c.  22,  (  4,  p.  9019, 
note ;  lb.  4  5,  p.  317-320 ;  Clancy  Mar.  Women,  b.  5,  c.  1,  p.  453-455.  Mr.  Chan- 
celior  Kent  seems  to  have  doubted,  whether  the  writ  ought  now  to  be  granted  in 
Chancery,  as  the  remedy  at  law  was  complete.  Codd  p.  Codd,  f  Johns.  Ch.  141. 
Mr.  Justice  Story  adds,  that  it  is  difficult,  upon  the  authorities,  to  maintain  this 
doubt.  2  Story  £q.  Jurisp.  1476,  note."  The  authorities  cited  in  the  remaining 
portion  of  Mr.  Sumner's  note  may  also  be  consulted. 

>  Angier  v.  Angier,  1  Gilb.  Ch.  152 ;  Head  v.  Head,  3  Atk.  295,  547 ;  Watkyns 
V.  Watkyns,  2  Atk.  96;  Hobbs  v.  Hull,  1  Cox,  445;  Wilkes  v.  Wilkes,  2  Dick. 
791 ;  2  Chitty  Gen.  Pract.  Am.  Ed.  434, 435,  462. 

*  That  the  express  authority  stated  in  the  text  was  granted  to  the  equity  judges, 
I  can  refer  only  to  Fonblanque,  who,  upon  this  point,  says :  '*  During  the  time  of 
the  troubles,  commissioners  were  appointed  to  whom  jurMiction  was  expressly  given 
[to  hear  causes  of  alimony],  and  whose  decrees  were  held  to  be  confirmed  by  the 
act  for  the  confirmation  of  judicial  proceedings."  Again :  "  It  is  obsenrable,  that, 
if  courts  of  equity  had  an  original  and  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  spnitiial 
courts,  it  would  have  been  unneoassary  to  give  the  commissioners,  during  the 
troubles,  such  jurisdiction ;  and  the  doubt  which  was  entertained  could  not  haTe 
been  raised,  respecting  the  validity  of  their  decrees,  after  the  act  confirming  judicial 
proceedings."  Fonb.  £q.  96,  97,  note.  It  was  so  easy  fbr  an  English  writer  to 
ascertain  the  feet,  concerning  this  special  authority  haying  been  conferred,  or  not, 
upon  the  commissioners,  that  it  is  not  presumable  this  author  is  mistaken,  though 
he  seems  not  to  have  referred  to  the  sources  of  his  information. 
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the  Restoration,  their  decrees  were  by  statute  confirmed. 
Accordingly,  it  has  sometimes  been  erroneously  supposed, 
that  these  judges  took  cognizance  of  this  question  as  belong- 
ing to  their  appropriate  jurisdiction,  to  prevent  a  failure  of 
justice,  simply  because  there  were  no  ecclesiastical  tribunals, 
or  as  succeeding  to  them.  But  obviously  this  could  not  be 
so ;  since,  if  the  matter  pertained  to  the  equity  jurisdiction 
properly,  they  would  have  exercised  this  function  both  before 
and  after  the  usurpation,  without  reference  to  the  ecclesiasti- 
cal tribunals ; —  for  the  latter  never  claimed  this  authority,, 
what  they  did  in  the  premises  having  been  to  grant  divorce, 
and  to  decree  alimony  only  as  a  mere  incident  in  the  divorce 
suit ;  —  and  since,  if  they  took  up  the  jurisdiction  in  the  time 
of  the  Copimonwealth,  as  the  natural  successors  to  the  de- 
funct Ecclesiastical  Courts,  it  must  have  been  the  jurisdiction 
which  those  courts  had  exercised,  namely,  to  decide  causes 
of  divorce.  But  this  they  did  not  do;  they  heard  suits  for 
alimony,  not  for  divorce.^ 

§  354  [552].  We  have  seen,  that  ecclesiastical  judicatories 
were  never  established  in  this  country,  either  in  the  colonies 
or  the  States.*  But  in  some  of  the  colonies  and  States,  the 
courts  of  equity  have  exercised  the  authority,  not  of  granting 
divorces,  but  alimony,  where  the  latter  was  the  only  relief 


^  On  this  subject,  see  Whorewood  v.  Whorewood,  1  Ch.  Cas.  153 ;  Ozenden  9. 
Ozeaden,  1  GKlb.  Oh.  1,  2  Vern.  498;  Angier  v.  Angier,  I  Gilb.  Ch.  152 ;  Head 
V,  Head,  3  Atk.  295,  547 ;  Anonymoos,  2  Show.  282 ;  Laflbrook  v.  Tyler,  1  Ch. 
B.  44;  Aflhton  v,  Ashton,  1  Ch.  R.  164;  Bosflell  v,  Bodyil,  1  Ch.  R.  186 ;  Whor-^ 
wood  V,  Whorvood,  1  Ch.  R.«22S ;  Watkyns  v,  Watkyna,  2  Atk.  96 ;  Duncan  n^ 
Duncan,  19  Yea.  3M ;  Wilkee  t».  VHlkee,  2  Dick.  791 ;  Foden  o.  Finney,  4  Biua. 
428;  Cohner  v.  Colmer,  Moseley,  118;  NichoUa  v.  DanYen,  2  Vem.  671 ;  Wil- 
Uama  v.  Callow,  2  Vem.  762;  Teo  o.  T«o,  2  Dick.  498;  Hyat'a  case,  Cro.  Jac 
364.  Eonblanque  Bays :  "  In  NkhoUs  r.  DanTen^  2  Vern.  671,  proceedings  had 
been  had  against'  the  husband  (as  appean  from  the  register's  book,  though  nol 
noticed  in  Mr.  Vernon's  Report)  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  propter  aaemtiam."  1 
FcRkb.  £q.  96,  note.  See  also  1  Mad.  Ch.  Pract.  386,  note;  2  Bright  Hash.  At 
Wife^  854;  Shelfoid  Mar.  &  Diy.  598;  Ree^e  Dom.  Rel.  209 ;  2  Story  Eq.  Jn- 
risp.'  4  1422;  Ayl.  Farer.  59,  60;  Godol.  Ab.  508;  ante,i  352.  The  Ameckan 
cases  are  cited  post,  \  354-^57. 

«  Vol.  L  i  71. 
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prayed ;  and,  in  some  of  these  States,  perhaps  also  in  States 
where  the  jurisdiction  was  never  admitted  as  of  common  law 
right,  the  right  has  been  conferred  by  statutes.^ 

§  355  [553].  Thus,  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  Mary- 
land exercised  this  jurisdiction,  from  the  earliest  colonial 
times,  under  the  belief  of  its  belonging  to  it,  in  the  absence 
of  ecclesiastical  tribunals ;  ^  and,  in  1777,  a  statute  provided, 
^  that  the  Chancellor  shall  and  may  hear  and  determine  all 
causes  for  alimony,  in  as  full  and  ample  a  manner  as  such 
causes  could  be  heard  and  determined,  by  the  laws  of  Eng- 
land, in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  there."  Under  this  statute, 
the  wife  may  have  alimony  for  any  cause  authorizing  the 
divorce  from  bed  and  board  in  England ;  and  e^n,  some- 
times, under  other  circumstances;'  but  the  court  under- 
stands  itself  not  empowered   to   extend  the  remedy,  and 


1  Miller  r.  Miller,  Saxton,  886 ;  Lockridge  v.  Lockridge,  3  Dana,  28 ;  Tnrrel  v. 
Tnrrel,  2  Johns.  Ch.  891.  And  see  Mix  o.  Mix,  1  Johns.  Ch.  108.  So  in  Ohio. 
Swan's  Stat.  294;  Page  on  Diy.  290.  Jones  v.  Jones,  Wright,  156;  Hosier  v, 
Hesler,  Wright,  210;  Basoom  v,  Bascom,  Wright,  632;  Questel  v.  Qoestel, 
Wright,  491 ;  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  Wright,  128 ;  Johnston  v.  Johnston,  Wright,  4ft4 ; 
D'Arusmont  v.  D'Arosmont,  14  Law  Reporter,  811,  8  West.  Law  Joor.  548. 

<  Helms  V  Franciscns^  2  Bland,  544 ;  Fomshill  9.  Mnrraj,  1  Bland,  479 ;  BCae- 
namara's  case,  2  Bland,  566,  note;  Scott's  case,  2  Bland,  568,  note;  Gorane's 
case,  2  Bland,  570,  note.  See  also  Raymond's  Ch.  Dig.  285.  In  liacnanuura's 
case,  decided  anterior  to  the  Revolution,  the  defendant  claimed  an  appeal  to  the 
Arches  Court,  in  England ;  and  his  right  to  the  appeal  seems,  on  what  princq»le  it 
does  not  appear,  to  have  been  acknowledged.  In  the  case  of  Galwith  t».  Galwith, 
4  Har.  &  McH.  477,  apparently  ac^'adicated  in  the  year  1689,  the  oonnty  coon 
ordered,  "  that  the  said  John  Galwith  [the  defendant]  take  home  with  him  his  said 
wife  Jane  Galwith,  to  dwell  with  him  as  man  and  Wife  ought  to  do ;  or  otherwise 
to  allow  and  maintain  her,  3,000  wt.  of  tobacco  a  year,  to  commence  from  that 
day."  On  appeal  by  the  defendant  to  the  provincial  court,  the  following  errors 
were  assigned;  namely,  1st.  That  the  county  court,  upon  reading  the  petition, 
without  calling  the  said  John  to  answer,  passed  judgment  against  him.  2d.  That 
tiie  said  county  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  matter,  being  touching  alimonyi 
which  is  not  recoverable  but  in  chancery,  or  in  the  court  of  the  ordinary.  3d.  That 
the  court  cannot  take  cognizance  of  matters  relating  to  separation  and  divorce  b6> 
tween  man  and  wife,  but  such  matters  are  only  triable  and  examinable  in  die  court 
of  ordinary.  The  judgment  was  theieupon  reversed,  but  we  are  left  in  doubt  what 
was  the  precise  ground  of  the  reversal. 

>  Jamison  9.  Jamison,  4  Md.  Ch.  289, 295. 
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decree  a  divorce  also.'  In  early  times  likewise  in  North 
Carolina,  bills  in  equity  by  the  wife  against  the  husband, 
claiming  alimony,  appear  to  have  been  sustained  without 
question  as  to  the  lawfulness  of  the  jurisdiction.'  in  one  of 
these  early  cases  there  was  a  demurrer,  because  the  suit  was 
brought  by  the  wife  without  the  intervention  of  a  prochdn 
amie  ;  but  the  demurrer  was  overruled,  two  precedents  being 
cited,  showing  the  practice  of  the  court  in  these  suits.^  The 
inherent  jurisdiction  of  chancery  to  grant  alimony  is  also 
acknowledged  in  Virginia,^  in  Kentucky,^  in  South  Carolina,^ 
and  in  AlabcunaJ     So  it  is  in  Jaitiaica  and  Barbadoes.^ 


^  Helnu  V,  Francisou,  and  Fornshill  v.  Mamy,  sapra.  Whether  the  oonrt 
woald  have  jurisdiction  aside  from  the  statate,  queiy.  Wallingsford  v.  Wallings- 
ford,  6  Har.  &  J.  485.  And  see  Hewitt  v,  Hewitt,  1  Bland,  101 ;  Crane  v,  Me- 
ginnis,  1  Gill  &  J.  463 ;  Wright  v.  Wright,  2  Md.  429 ;  Wiles  v.  Wiles,  3  Md.  1 ; 
Donnock  v,  Diyinock,  3  Md.  Ch.  140. 

^  Anonymons,  1  Hayw.  347 ;  Spiller  v,  Spiller,  1  Hayw.  482,  ▲!  d.  1796, 1797. 

'  Knight  V.  Knight,  2  Hayw.  101 ;  ante,  S  302-304. 

*  Pnrcell  v.  Pnrcell,  4  Hen.  &  Munf.  507  ;  Almond  v.  Almond,  4  Rand.  662.  In 
Pnrcell  v.  Pnrcell  the  Chancellor  admits,  that  doubt  and  contradiction  attend  the 
English  authorities,  and  so  proceeds  to  consider  the  question  on  principle.  Where- 
upon  he  lays  down  the  following  doctrine,  certainly  sufficiently  radical,  not  to  say 
noYel :  "  I  hold,  that,  in  every  well-regulated  government,  there  must  somewhere 
exist  a  power  of  afibrding  a  remedy  where  the  law  aflbrds  none ;  and  this  pecu- 
liarly belongs  to  a  court  of  equity ;  and,  as  husband  and  wife  are  considered  as  one 
person  in  law,  it  is  evident,  that,  in  this  case,  the  law  can  afibrd  no  remedy ;  which 
10  universally  admitted  to  be  a  sufficient  ground  to  give  this  court  jurisdiction ; 
and,  therefore,  it  must  entertain  the  bill.''  It  is  by  no  means  universally  admitted, 
tiiat  a  court  of  equity  will  take  jurisdiction  of  a  subject,  simply  because  the  com- 
mon law  tribunals  affi>rd  no  remedy.    I  Story  Eq.  Jurisp.  S  62. 

^  Lockridge  i;.  I/)ckridge,  3  Dana,  28.  In  Butler  v.  Butler,  4  Litt.  201,  the 
court  review  the  English  authorfties,  deem  them  conflicting,  and  conclude  to  follow 
those  most  consonant  to  reason  and  equity.  On  this  ground,  the  judges  sustain 
the  jurisdiction ;  and  further  determine,  that  the  statute  which  authorizes  a  decree 
of  alimony  in  certain  cases  does  not  exclude  their  authority  over  cases  not  embraced 
in  it,  "  which  have  strong  moral  claims."  And  see  Boggess  v,  Boggess,  4  Dana, 
807  ;  Wooldridge  v.  Lucas,  7  B.  Monr.  49. 

^  Jelmeau  9.  Jelineau,  2  Des.  45 ;  Prince  v.  Prince,  1  Rich.  Eq.  282 ;  Three - 
Witts  V.  Threewitts,  4  Des.  560 ;  Prather  v.  Prather,  4  Des.  33 ;  Mattison  v.  Matti- 
soQ,  1  Strob.  Eq.  387. 

'  Qlover  v.  Glover,  16  Ala.  440.    And  see  Wray  v.  Wray,  83  Ala.  187. 

*  1  Bulge  Col.  &  For.  Laws,  660 ;  2  Bum  £c  Law,  Phillim.  ed.  500 ;  Shelfoid 
Mar.  &  Div.  368.    As  to  Rhode  Island,  see  Battey  v.  Battey,  1  R.  L  212. 
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§  356  [554].  Bat  these  are  exceptions  to  the  general  rnle, 
and  departures  likewise  from  principle.  In  some  of  the  other 
States,  the  jurisdiction  has  been  expressly  denied;  in  still 
others,  by  necessary  implication ;  and  probably  it  could  not 
now  be  established  in  any  State  where  it  bad  not  already 
been  maintained,^  though  there  are  some  strength  of  argu- 
ment and  some  apparent  weight  of  authority  in  favor  of  the 
jurisdiction. 

§  367.  In  Upper  Canada  there  is  a  statute  providing,  "that 
the  Court  of  Chancery  shall  have  the  like  power,  authority, 
and  jurisdiction,  in  all  cases  of  claim  for  alimony,  that  is 
exercised  and  possessed  by  any  ecclesiastical  or  other  court  in 
England."  And  the  court  has  held,  not  without  «ome  hesi- 
tation as  to  the  true  construction  of  the  statute,  that,  under 
this  provision,  it  can  grant  alimony,  and  only  alimony,  —  not 
a  divorce,  not  a  restitution  of  conjugal  rights.^  .But  it  has 
been  strongly  intimated,  that,  under  this  statute,  desertion, 
which  under  the  English  ecclesiastical  law  would  furnish 
ground  ohly  for  a  suit  for  the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights, 
is  a  delictum  on  which  the  decree  for  alimony  may  be  based.^ 

§  358  [555].  The  causes  for  which,  where  this  jurisdiction 
is  acknowledged,  equity  will  thus  decree  alimony,  seem  not 
to  be  very  clearly  defined.  Desertion  is  held  to  be  sufficient,^ 
especially  where  it  has  been  accompanied,  as  it  is  almost  of 


1  Fischli  V.  Fiscbli,  1  Blackf.  360;  Peltier  v.  Peltier,  Harring.  Mich.  19;  Beee 
o.  Waters,  9  Watts,  90,  93 ;  Pomeroy  v.  Wells,  8  Paige,  406 ;  Parsons  v.  Parsons, 
9  N.  H.  309 ;  McGee  v.  McGee,  10  Ga.  477;  Doyle  i7.  Doyle,  26  Misso.  545,  549 ; 
Yule  V,  Yule,  2  Stock.  138 ;  Chapman  v.  Chapman,  18  Ind.  396,  397.  And  see 
post,  §  369,  374,  384. 

3  Severn  v.  Severn,  3  Grant,  U.  C.  Ch.  431 ;  Sonles  v.  Sooles,  2  Grants  U.  C. 
Ch.  299. 

'  Severn  v.  Severn,  sapra,  p.  447. 

«  Prince  v.  Prince,  1  Rich.  Eq.  282,  287 ;  WQes  v.  Wiles,  3  Md.  1 ;  Jamison  v, 
Jamison,  4  Md.  Ch.  289.    On  the  other  hand*  mere  abandonment  has  been  thought 
insufficient ;  the  hasband  must  also  refuse  either  to  live  with  his  wife,  or  contribute 
to  her  maintenance.    Logan  v.  Logan,  2  B.  Monr.  142.    See  ante,  §  355,  357. 
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necessity,  with  a  total  neglect  to  provide  for  the  wife.^  So  is 
cnielty  an  adequate  cause;  but  it  must  have  proceeded  to 
the  extent  necessary  to  authorize  an  ecclesiastical  tribunal 
to  separate  the  parties  from  bed  and  board.^  And  the  wife 
who  relies  on  ill-usage  by  her  husband,  must  show  her  own 
conduct  to  have  been  correct,^  though  it  need  not  have  been 
entirely  blameless.^ 

§  359  [555].  Indeed  it  seems  to  have  been  considered, 
what  is  probably  the  true  view,  that  the  equity  court  should 
require  the  same  causes,  which,  in  England,  would  justify 
the  ecclesiastical,  in  either  separating  the  parties  from  bed 
and  board,  or  decreeing  a  restitution  of  conjugal  rights.^  Yet 
adultery  alone,  according  to  some  judicial  views,  seems  in- 
sufficient to  lay  the  foundation  for  alimony,  if  the  husband 
will  agree  to  cohabit  with  his  wife,  and  treat  her  well.® 
Where  adequate  cause  for  alimony  was  not  shown  ;  but  the 
complaining  wife  had  left  her  husband,  and  he  manifested  a 
determination  not  to  receive  her  back ;  and  there  was  a  set- 
tlement of  the  estate  which  was  hers  before  the  mafriage,  by 
which  settlement  "  the  rents  and  profits  of  it  were  to  accrue 
to  the  defendant  and  complainant  during  their  joint  lives,  he 
to  be  entitled  to  take  the  same ; "  and  the  defendant  at  first 
offered,  in  his  answer,  to  divide  these  rents  and  profits  equally 


^  Porcell  v.  Paroell,  4  Hen.  &  Manf.  507 ;  Butler  v.  Butler,  i  LitL  201 ;  Colmer 
o:  Ck>lmerj  Moseley,  1 18.    And  see  Battej  v,  Battey,  I  R.  I.  212. 

'  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  i  Des.  167;  Jelineau  v.  Jelinean,  2  Des.  46;  Anonymous, 
'4  Des.  94;  Almond  v.  Almond,  4  Rand.  662;  Lockridge  v,  Lockridge,  3  Dana, 
28  ;  Glover  v.  GloYer,  16  Ala.  440.    And  see  Vol.  I.  §  719,  note. 

'  Anonymous,  4  Des.  94 ;  Vol.  I.  \  764.  Also  it  was  observed  in  Kentucky,  that, 
"  although  a  wife  not  entitled  to  a  dissolution  of  the  conjugal  relation  may  be  en- 
titled to  alimony,  according  either  to  our  statute  or  the  common  law,  yet  a  wife 
who  has  voluntarily  abandoned  her  husband  should  not  have  a  decree  for  her  sepa- 
rate maintenance,  unless  her  abandonment  of  him  was,  without  her  fiiult,  renderod 
necessaiy  for  her  safety  or  happiness,  and  was  consistent  with  social  order  and 
public  policy."    Boggess  v.  Boggess,  4  Dana,  807. 

*  Griffin  v.  Griffin,  8  B.  Monr.  120. 

^  Bhame  v.  Rhame,  1  McCord  Ch.  197.  And  see  Helms  v.  Frandscns,  2  Bland, 
544;  ante,  iSd5,  857. 

*  Prather  v.  Prather,  4  Des.  88 ;  post,  \  861  and  note. 
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with  her,  —  the  oonrt  would  not  afterward,  while  be  woald 
not  consent  to  accept  of  her  return,  allow  him  to  withdraw  the 
offer.^  In  Maryland  and  Tennessee  the  courts  have  inti- 
mated,  that,  in  a  proper  case,  after  a  legislative  divorce,  there 
may  be  a  judicial  decree  for  alimony  to  the  wife ;  ^  but  this 
doctrine  seems  not  to  rest  very  clearly  either  in  judicial  rea- 
son or  in  authority,^  though  the  question  is  not  absolutely 
free  from  doubt. 

§  360  [556].  The  rule  of  evidence,  that  the  confession  of 
a  defendant  cannot  be  accepted  as  alone  establishing  the 
cause  against  him,  in  a  suit  for  divorce,  has  already  been 
considered.^  The  same  rule  should  probably  be  applied  in 
the  alimony  suit,  now  under  examination.  For  though  there 
may  be  doubt  whether  the  judgment  against  the  defendant 
in  this  suit  is  sufficient  so  to  establish  the  marriage  that  this 
matter  must  ever  after  be  deemed  res  adjudicaia^  the  same 
as  in  a  divorce  suit ;  and  though  possibly,  not  certainly,  the 
effect  of  this  decree  upon  the  status  of  children  afterward 
born  may  be  different  from  that  of  a  decree  of  separation 
from  bed  and  board,  —  yet,  even  if  there  is  a  difference 
on  these  points,  the  judgment  still  relates  to  the  same  ques- 
tion of  marriage  or  no  marriage;  of  dwelling  together  by 
/married  persons,  or  living  separate;  of  placing  the  parties 
beyond  the  inducements,  at  least,  to  live  in  actual  matri- 
mony, or  drawing  them  closer  into  this  union ;  whence  the 
rule  of  esteeming  the  public  to  be  a  party,  and  therefore 
of  requiring  proof  of  all  the  facts  in  issue,  has  sprung.  Yet 
a  case  of  this  kind  has  been  heard  on  bill  and  answer  alone ; 
where,  however,  the  attention  of  the  court  was  not  directed 
to  the  point^  . 

§  361  [557].  The  decree  cannot  be  for  a  separation,  which 


^  Anonymous,  4  Des.  94. 

<  Crane  v,  Maginnu,  1  Oill  &  J.  463 ;  Bichacd«on  v.  Wilion,  8  Terg.  67. 
>  See  po8t,  S  361, 382.  *  Ante,  f  240  et  seq. 

»  Codd  t».  Codd,  1  Bland,  101,  note.    And  see  Hewitt  o.  Hewitt,  1  Bland,  101 ; 
Wallingsford  v.  Wallingsford,  6  Har.  ft  J.  465;  ante,  §  262,  note. 
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woald .  be  equivalent  to  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  the 
coart  having  no  power  to  grant  such  a  divorce;^  but  only 
for  a  separate  support  to  the  wife,  while  the  parties  remain 
separate.'  It  is  usually  expressed,  that  the  husband  pay  the 
alimony  named  therein,  till  he  will  agree  to  take  back  his 
wife,  and  treat  her  with  conjugal  kindness  and  affection.^ 
Even  in  a  case  where  the  husband  was  on  terms  of  adul- 
terous  intercourse  with  other  women,  the  final  order  of  the 
court  directed,  that  he  *'  pay  her  one  hundred  dollars  per  year 
diAing  the  term  that  they  shall  live  separate  and  apart,  or 
tmiil  he  shall  agree  to  cohabit  with  her,  and  treat  her  as  it 
becomes  a  man  to  treat  his  wife.^^  ^  And  an  original  bill  may 
be  maintained  to  set  aside,  for  proper  cause,  a  decree  for 
alimony.^ 

§  362  [558].  In  one  case,  the  final  adjudication  provided, 
that  the  defendant  give  bonds  to  keep  the  peace  toward  his 
wife ;  and  then  directed,  that  he  convey  certain  property  to 
trustees  for  her  use ;  but  this  latter  part  received  the  consent 
of  his  counsel,  and  the  case  does  not  clearly  show,  whether 
it  would  ha.ve  been  ordered,  if  objection  to  it  had  been  made.^ 
It  seems,  however,  that,  even  with  the  consent  of  the  parties, 
the  court  cannot  make  a  valid  order  out  of  the  common 
course  of  its  jurisdiction ;  such  as  to  substitute  something 
else  for  alimony,  like  a  sale  of  the  husband's  lands;  and 
thereby  accomplish  any  purpose  which  the  parties  could  not 
reach  by  agreement,  without  judicial  interposition.^  And  it 
has  been  considered,  in  Virginia,  as  plainly  it  follows  from 
general  principles,  that  the  court  cannot,  on  a  bill  of  this 
kind,  make  any  decree  operating  upon  specific  property ;  it 

>  JeliDeaa  v.  Jelineaa,  2  Des.  45. 

'  Anonymous,  2  Des.  198 ;  Hewitt  v.  Hewitt,  I  Bland,  101. ' 

'  Bhame  v.  Bhame,  1  McCord  Ch.  197 ;  Poroell  v.  Pnrcell,  i  Hen.  ft  Mnnf. 
507.    See  Slack  v.  Slack,  Dndley,  Qa.  165 ;  Head  v.  Head,  8  Atk.  547. 

*  Prather  v.  Pnther,  4  Dee.  83.  This  absoidity  BeemB  neoessarily  to  result  from 
the  hct,  that  the  court  has  no  power  to  decree  a  separation.    See  post,  \  874. 

»  Whorewood  v.  Whorewood,  1  Ch.  Cas.  153. 

«  Threewits  v.  Thieewits,  4  Des.  560. 

f  Wallingsford  v,  Wallrngsford,  6  Har.  ft  J.  485.    And  see  ante,  i  285. 
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must  be  for  alimony.^  It  has  been  held,  on  the' authority  of 
an  English'  decision,^  that,  if  the  husband  declares  an  inten 
tion  to  abandon  his  wife,  and  to  sell  the  property  he  got 
of  her  by  the  marriage,  and  carry  off  the  proceeds,  the  Court 
of  Chancery  will  restrain  him,  and  compel  him  to  convey  it 
to  trustees  for  the  use  of  both  the  parties,  with  proper  limit- 
ations.^ 

§  363  [559]*  The  suit  for  alimony  abates  with  the  death  of 
either  party.  No  bill  of  revivor  can  arrest  this  consequen'be ; 
and,  if  the  wife  has  neglected  to  bring  her  alimony. suit 
against  the  husband  during  his  lifetime,  she  cannot,  after  his 
death,  proceed  against  his  estate  in  the  hands  of  his  execu- 
tors or  administrators.^ 


^  Almond  v.  Almond,  4  Rand.  662.  And  see  Pnrcell  v.  Fnrcell,  4  Hen.  & 
Mnnf.  507 ;  Wallingaford  v.  Wallingsfbrd,  6  Har.  &  J.  485. 

*  Osrdner  v.  Walker,  1  Stra.  603.  *  Greenland  Vi  Brown,  1  Dee.  196. 

*  Anonymons,  2  Des.  198 ;  Gaines  v.  GaiiMS,  9  B.  Monr.  295.  And  see  Wal- 
Ungsford  v.  Wallingaford,  6  Har.  &  J.  485  ;  Glenn  v.  Glenn,  7  T.  B.  Monr. 
285  ;  Lawson  v.  Shotwell,  27  Missis.  630 ;  Sackett  o.  Giles,  3  Barb.  Ch.  204. 
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CHAPTER    XX. 

PRBIIMINART   INQUIRY   00NCBBNIN6   THB   QUH8TI0N    OF   COSTS   AS 
'BVrWBBlf    THB    PABUBS,    OOKSIDERBD    IN    DISTINCTION    FROM 
AUMONT. 

^  364.  Thb  general  law  of  husbaDd  and  wife  establishes 
an  identity  of  interest  and  condition  between  the  two,  the 
consequence  of  which  is,  that  neither  of  them  can  sue  the 
other.  But  when,  in  a  matrimonial  cause,  the  law  permits 
the  suit  to  be  brought,  it  must,  as  a  neeessa^ry  incident,  allow 
also  to  them  a  separate  existence  in  respect  to  all  those  mat- 
ters which  may  be  deemed  parts  of  the  suit.  The  legal  truth, 
discussed  in  a  previous  chapter,  that  the  wife  may  have,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  suit,  a  domicil  separate  from  her  bus- 
band^s,^  is  but  a  single  branch  of  this  larger  proposition. 

*  • 
§  365.  Another  branch  of  the  proposition  is,  that,  in  a  di- 
vorce suit,  the  wife  may  recover  costs  against  her  husband.' 
And  the  doctrine  not  only  holds  true  as  to  the  main  matter, 
but  where,  for  instance,  she  applies  for  an  increase  of  alimony, 
and  prevails,  she  may  have  a  judgment  against  her  husband 
for  her  costs  in  this  proceeding.^  There  is,  on  the  other  hand, 
no  reason  growing  out  of  the  identity  of  the  parties,  why  a 
husband,  prevailing  in  one  of  these  sufts,  should  not  have  his 
judgment  for  costs  against  the  wife ;  but,  owing  to  the  fact 
that  the  joint  property  is  in  the  hands  of  the  husband,  and 

1  Ante,  f  1S4  et  Beq. 

*  Symons  o.  Symons,  S  Swab.  &  T.  435 ;  Thorabeny  o.  Thornberrj,  S  J.  J. 
Mar.  Sas ;  Kendall  v.  Kendall,  1  Bad).  Ch.  610 ;  Grayes  v,  Grayes,  8  Paige,  6S ; 
Oennond  v,  Germond,  1  Peige,  88 ;  Steyens  v.  Bleyens,  1  Met  879. 

*  Bonier  v.  Bonier,  5  Pick.  487. 
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perhaps  for  some  other  reasooB  also,  the  court  will  not  ordi*  * 
narily,  if  it  has  any  discretion  in  fhe  premises,  decree  costs 
against  a  defeated  wife.^ 

§  366.  This  is  a  matter,  however,  which  depends  so  much 
upon  statutes,  and  upon  peculiar  principles  of  jurisprudence 
prevailing  in  different  States,  that  little  can  be  said  upon  it, 
of  a  general  nature,  and  it  will  not  be  wise  to  descend  much 
into  considerations  of  local  law.  In  an  Upper  Canada  case, 
where  the  wife  sued  her  husband  for  alimony  ^  and  failed,  the 
husband  was  nevertheless  decreed  to  pay  the  costs.^  Like- 
wise in  an  Alabama  case,  we  have  the  following  language 
from  the  learned  judge :  "  It  was  manifestly  improper  to  ren- 
der a  decree  against  her  [the  wife]  for  costs,  in  a  suit  prose- 
cuted against  her  husband  under  any  circumstances ;  but,  in 
this  case,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  he  should  have  been 
compelled  by  the*  decree  to  pay  the  same,  as  from  tlie  admis- 
sions of  the  answer  it  appears  that  she  had  probable  cause 
for  instituting  her  proceedings ;  although  she  may  not  have 
been  able  to  prosecute  the  case  to  successful .  issue."  And  it . 
was  further  observed,  that,  independently  of  the  husband's 
admissions  in  his  answer,  she  might  still  have  had  a  decree 
against  him  for  costs,  though  she  failed  in  her  suit^  Jn 
Pennsylvania  it  was  held,  that,  in  a  divorce  suit,  the  husband 
when  he  prevails,  cannot  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of 
costs  to  his  wife.  ^  Costs,"  said  Strong,  J.,  ^  are  of  statutory 
origin.  The  act  of  1815,  in  its  twelfth  section,  enacts,  that 
the  court  may  award  costs  to  the  party  in  whose  behalf  the 
decree  or  sentence  (that  is,  of  divorce)  shall  pass,  or  that  each 
party  shall  pay  his  or  her  own  costs ;  but  the  act  does  not 
authorize  the  imposition  of  all  the  costs  upon  the  successful 
party."  ^     The  doctrine  in  Kentucky  also  seems  to  be,  that 


^  De  Ro6e  v.  Do  Rose,  Hopkins,  100 ;  Finley  v.  Finlej,  9  Dana,  62 ;  Word  v. 
Word,  89  Ga.  281 ;  Wood  v.  Wood,  2  Paige,  464 ;  Beayis  v.  Beayis,  1  Scam.  242 ; 
Itichardson  v.  Richardson,  4  Port.  467. 

*  Ante,  §  367.  >  McKay  o.  McKay,  6  Grant,  U.  C.  Ch.  380. 

*  Richardson  v,  Richardson,  4  Port.  467, 478,  479,  opinion  by  Goldthwaite,  J. 
»  Sboop's  Appeal,  10  Casey,  238, 236. 
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the  prevailitig  husband  is  not  liable,  under  the  statute,  to 
have  costs  taxed  against  him  on  the  final  disposition  of  the 
cause,  but  this  point  is  perhaps  not  dearJ 

§  367.  We  have  seen,^  that,  genially,  and  aside  from  the 
operation  of  particular  statutes,  there  wiU  not  be  a  judgment 
rendered  against  the  wife  for  costs,  though  she  fails  in  her 
suit  >  Yet  there  are  circumstances  in  which  costs  will  be  de- 
creed against  the  next  friend  of  the  wife,  where  her  suit  is 
carried  on  or  defended  by  a  next  friend;^  and  even  circum* 
stances  in  which,  under  some  forms  of  the  local  law,  a  judg- 
ment for  costs,  i^  appears,  will  be  made  up  against  the  wife 
herself,*— a  point  not  very  strong  on  the  authorities.^  There 
is,  on  the  other  hand,  an  Illinois  case,  in  which  it  was  held, 
that,  where  a  bill  brought  by  a  wife  for  divorce  is  dismissed, 
it  should  not  be  with  costs  for  the  respondent ;  and  Caton,  J., 
observed  :  "  The  court  [below]  by  its  decree  [dismissing  the 
bill  and  awarding  costs  against  the  wife]  continued  her  under 
the  disabilities  of  a  ftmt  covert,^  but  subjected  her  to  the  lia- 
•  bilities  of  a  /em^  sole.  This  portion  of  the  decree  against  her 
was  inconsistent  with  the  position  in  which  she  was  required 
to  continue."  ^  In  a  Georgia  case,  it  was  observed  by  Benning, 
J..:  '^  The  question  of  costs  in  divorce  cases  stands,  then,  sub- 
ject to  be  decided  by  the  common  law.  And  the  common 
law  puts  alimony,  fees  to  the  wife's  counsel,  and  costs,  all  on 
the  same  footing,  and  makes  the  question  who  is  to  pay  them, 
depend  on  the  ability  to  pay  them,  of  the  parties  respectively. 
As,  however,  marriagp  bestows  the  wife's  property  on  the 
husband,  in  the  absence  of  a  marriage  contract.,  the  presump- 
tion ffimd  fade  is,  that  the  husband  is  the  only  party  able 
to  pay  them  ;  and  consequently  the  husband  is  primd  facie 


'  1  NikiriL  V.  Kikirk,  8  Met.  (Ey.)  432.  *  Ante,  f  365. 

*  MoBser  v.  MoBser,  29  Ala.  313 ;  Corneliiu  v.  Ck>rneliiiB,  31  Ala.  479 ;  Word  v. 
Ward,  2  Dey.  Ch.  553 ;  post,  \  409. 

*  Eldred  v.  Eldred,  2  Curt  Ec  376,  7  Eng.  Ec  144 ;  Errissman  v.  Eirittman, 
25  HI.  136 ;  Decamp  v.  Decamp,  1  GreeD  Ch.  294. 

»  Thatcher  v.  Thatcher,  17  HI.  66,  67. 
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liable  to  pay  them.     This  he  may  rebut  by  showing,  that  the 
wife  is  able  to  pay  them."  ^ 

§  368.  The  view  taken  by  the  Georgia  tribunal  conducts 
us  into  the  fuller  discussion  which  is  to  occupy  us  through 
several  succeeding  chapters.  Alimony  pendente  lite  is  not  in* 
deed  the  same  thing  as  costs ;  neither  is  the  money  which 
the  court  orders  the  husband  to  pay  to  the  wife  for  the  pur- 
pose of  employing  counsel,  and  the  like,  the  same  thing,  in 
our  American  practice,  as  are  the  statutory  taxable  costs  of 
which  we  are  discoursing  in  this  chapter ;  but  each  of  these 
things  blends  in  the  other,  and  it  is  not  eas]^ — at  least,  it  is 
not  practically  best  — to  treat  of  them  separately.  This  in- 
troductory chapter  will  have  its  uses  in  preparing  the  mind  of 
the  reader  for  what  follows. 


1  Word  V.  Word,  S9  6a.  S81,  284. 
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CHAPTER    XXI. 

THB   GENERAL  DOOTRmE  OF  ALIMONY. 

§  369  [560].  In  some  preceding  sections,^  a  definition  of 
alimony  was  given,  together  with  some  views  concerning  it. 
The  doctrine  of  alimony  springs  up  necessarily  out  of  the  soil 
of  onr  law,  by  reason  of  the  peculiar  property  relation  which 
it  establishes  between  .husband  and  wife.  Upon  the  mar- 
riage, the  husband  has  vested  in  him  all  the  present  available 
means  of  the  wife,  together  with  the  right  to  claim  her  future 
earnings  and  acquisitions.  At  the  same  time,*"*  the  law  casts 
upon  him  .the  duty  suitably  to  maintain  his  wife,  according 
to  his  ability  and  condition  in  life.^  The  wife  is  not  under 
obligation  to  support  the  husband,  even  though  she  has  a 
separate  estate;^  yet  there  are  circumstances  in  which,  she 
having  means,  and  he  destitute  and  unable  to  earn  money,  it 
may  be  her  legal  duty  to  support  herself.^    The  husband  can- 


1  Ante,  i  351,  852. 

s  Judge  Story  obflerves,  that  it  ib  only  in  respect  of  the  husband's  daty  to  main- 
tain his  wife,  that  the  law  gives  him  her  fortune.  8  Story  Eq.  Jorisp.  \  1419.  His 
duty  to  maintain  her,  however,  is  impaired  neither  by  the  fact  of  his  receiving  no 
finrtane  with  her,  nor  by  an  antenuptial  contract  in  which  each  party  renounces  all 
right  to  the  property  of  the  other,  accruing  by  the  operation  of  the  law  upon  the 
marriage.  When  snch  a  contract  exists,  the  husband  is  still  obliged  to  aliment  the 
wife,  on  a  divorce,  unless  her  separate  estate  is  sufficient.  Logan  v,  Logan,  S  B. 
IConr.  143, 149.  But  in  the  case  of  such  a  contract,  let  it  be  observed,  die  wife  is 
still  under  the  general  obligation  of  law  to  serve  her  husband ;  and  her  earnings, 
subsequent  to  the  marriage,  are  his  property. 

'  Miller  v.  Miller,  Saxton,  886 ;  2  Story  Eq.  Jurisp,  f  1424  ;  Neil  o.  Johnson, 
U  Ala.  615.    And  see  Vol.  L  f  558  et  seq. 

*  Methodist  Church  v.  Jaques,  1  Johns  Ch.  450. 

»  Wylly  V,  Collins,  9  Ga.  228.  See  Vol.  I.  f  818.  "  Nor  had  he  the  right  to  say, 
that  she  should  earn  what  she  could  by  her  labor,  and  he  would  only  be  answerable 
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not^^bandoD  his  dtity  to  support  his  wife ;  therefore,  when  the 
law  in  any  case  judges  that  she  may  live  apart  from  him,  for 
her  protection,  in  consequence  of  his  wrong  doing,  it  must 
also  judge,  that  he  shall  maintain  her  while  so  living. 

§  370  [560  a].  From  the  general  doctrine  mentioned  in 
the  last  section,  we  deduce  tihe  several  secondary  doctrines, 
to  be  stated  in  the  present  series  of  chapters.  But  before  we 
proceed  with  these*  let  a  few  general  enunciations  of  legal 
truth  be  made ;  since  they  will  serve  as  guides  to  the  reader 
over  the  following  paths^  otherwise  apparently  a  little  obscure 
at  some  places* 

§  371  [560  A].  When  once  a  marriage  is  duly  solemnked, 
each  of  the  married  parties  has  acquired  certain  legal  rights, 
as  respects  the  other,  not  to  be  forfeited  unless  for  some  breach 
of  matrimonial  duty.  And  when  an  erring  one  has  broken 
the  matrimonial  engagement,  the  law  gives  to  the  innocent 
party  such  redress  as  the  nature  of  the  case,  and  the  consti- 
tution of  the  tribunal,  allows.  Suppose,  for.  example,  a  bus* 
band  has  committed  adultery,  the  court  can  neither  watch 
him  during  all  his  after-life  to  prevent  his  repeating  the 
offence,  nor  wipe  out  from  his  nature  the  stain  which  the 
sin  has  imparted,  nor  take  off  the  weight  of  sorrow  from  the 
mind  of  the  wife ;  but,  if  she  chooses  not  to  overlook  the 
transgression,  it  can  compel  him  to  do  for  her  what  the  mar- 
riage gave  her  the  right  to  demand,  in  the  way  of  pecuniary 
support. 


for  the  difference  between  her  earnings  and  the  amoont  of  the  expense  neoeesary 
for  her  support  Such  is  not  the  law  of  husband  and  wife.  The  hnslwnd  must 
support  his  wife  himself,  or  pay  those  who  do  support  her  in  a  reasonable  manner." 
Cunningham  v,  Irwin,  7  S.  &  R.  247.  It  seems  to  me,  that  neither  branch  of  this 
statement  is  precisely  accurate.  The  husband  may  require  his  wife  to  contribute 
her  exertions  for  the  common  benefit,  according  to  his  pecuniary  condition'  and  sta- 
tion, and  the  customs  of  the  society  in  which  the  parties  move ;  but,  when  she  has 
done  this,  her  earnings  are  in  law  his,  and  from  the  common  fund  he  is  bound, 
therefore,  not  to  contribute  to  her  support,  but  to  support  her.  And  see  Prince  v. 
Prince,  1  Rich.  £q.  282 ;  CaUahan  v.  Patterson,  4  Texas,  61,  66. 
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§  372  [560  c].  Another  proposition  is,  that,  while  the  mar* 
ital  relation  subsists  in  law,  the  legal  rights  which  the  law 
gives  the  parties  respectively  to  the  property  of  each  other,  in 
the  case  of  survivorship  after  the  death  of  one  of  them,  re- 
main. And  though,  in  consequence  of  breaches  of  matri- 
monial duty,  the  deceased  one  had  been  divorced  from  bed 
and  board,  still  there  was  no  need  for  the  court,  on  decreeing 
the  divorce,  to  give,  unless  it  chose,  to  the  innocent  one,  any 
support  beyond  what  such  one  would  have  received  in  co- 
habitation. Yet  on  the  other  hand,  suppose  the  court,  hav- 
ing a  discretion  in  the  premises,  went  beyond  this  point,  and 
gave  her  more,  still  the  excess  should  be  regarded  merely  in 
the  light  of  a  slight  recompense  in  damages  for  the  injury 
sustained. 

§  373.  The  reader  perceives,  from  these  views,  that  this 
matter  of  alimony  is  nearly,  if  not  quite,  confined  to  divorce 
law.  He  will,  however,  do  well  to  look  back  from  this 
point  at  some  previous  sections  in  which  it  was  discussed, 
whether  alimony  could  be  decreed  as  appurtenant  to  a 
proceeding  not  of  divorce,  and  especially  whether  it  could 
be  decreed  in  a  suit  instituted  for  its  recovery  alone.^  In  a 
New  Jersey  case  it  was  held,  that  the  court  cannot  make  an 
order  of  maintenance  to  the  wife  pendente  lUe,  on  her  bill  for 
divorce.  It  was  observed  by  the  Chancellor:  ''The  claim 
clearly  does  not  fall  within  the  #  equitable  principle  which 
allows  to  a  wife  a  maintenance  during  the  progress  of  a  suit 
against  her  husband.  The  personal  property  of  the  wife  is 
in  the  husband's  hands  and  under  his  control  during  cover- 
ture. The  wife  is  presumed  to  be  entitled  to  support  until  it 
is  shown  that  her  claim  is  forfeited.  In  a  controversy  with  her 
husband,  it  is  just  that  she  should  have  the  means  of  enforc- 
ing her  claim  ....  I  know  of  no  case  in  which  this  claim 
is  allowed  except  as  against  the  husband  himself,  and  that 
only  as  incidental  to  a  bill  for  divorce  or  other  relief  against 
the  husband,  except  in  the  case  specially  provided  by  our 

1  Ante,  i  351  et  seq. 
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statute.''  ^  The  reader  will,  howeTer,  mark  the  language  of 
this  learned  tribunal,  and  see  with  what  exactness  of  legal 
logic  the  doctrine  is  so  laid  down  as  to  extend  its  outer 
boundary  quite  beyond  the  mere  region  of  the  divorce  suit 
Likewise  it  was  ordered  in  South  Carolina,  that,  pending  a 
suit  by  a  wife  against  her  husband  to  enforce  an  agreement 
to  make  a  marriage  settlement,  the  husband  should  pay 
money  to  her  for  the  expenses  of  the  litigation.^  We  shall 
have  occasion  further  on,^to  recur  again  to  this  matter  by 
way  of  illustration ;  yet  it  is  not  proposed  any  where  in  these 
volumes  to  discuss  fully  the  subject  of  alimony  as  pertaining 
to  other  suitsthan  those  for  divorce. 


1  Bockw^U  9.  Moigon,  S  Beuley,  119,  ISO,  ISl. 

*  WilBon  V.  Wilson,  I  Doe.  S19.  *  Post,  \  885. 
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PBBMANKNT  ALDIOlTr. 

§  374  [561].  From  wbat  has  already  been  said  it  follows, 
that,  as  a  general  proposition,  a  decree  for  separation,  in  favor 
of  the  wife,  must  be  attended,  if  she  asks  it,  by  a  decree  for 
alimony.'  And  upon  the  same  principle  rests  the  better  and 
general  doctrine,  already  discussed,^  that  no  court  can  grant 
alimony  when  it  is  the  only  thing  sought ;  because,  in  the 
nature  of  the  case,  an  adjudication  allowing  the  wife  to  live 
separate  from  the  husband  is  a  necessary  foundation  for  an 
adjudication  compelling  him  to  pay  her  a  separate  support. 
His  ordinary  duty  is  to  maintain  her  in  cohabitation  with 
him,  not  otherwise ;  and  the  court  cannot  adjudge  him  obli- 
gated to  do  it  in  separation,  until  it  adjudges  that  she  may 
live  separate.  And  if  it  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  one 
question,  it  can  have  none  over  the  other ;  unless  possibly  ' 
to  decree  alimony  where  a  divorce  has  already  been  pro- 
nounced by  some  other  tribunal.  Upon  the  same  principle 
rests  the  legal  liability  of  the  husband  to  pay  any  third  per- 
son for  necessaries  which  himself  has  refused  to  provide ;  ^ 
but  here,  as  the  wife  is  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  the  adjudica- 
tion can  extend  no  further  than  to  control  the  particular  case. 
And  as  no  decree  comes  from  this  suit,  giving  her  any  gen- 
eral claim  to  be  supported  by  third  persons  at  her  husband's 
expense,  no  need  is  there  of  a  decree  giving  her  any  right  to 
abandon  the  ordinary  duties  attendant  on  matrimonial  co- 
-  -  .. 

1  See  Frankfort  v.  Fnnkfort,  4  Notes  Cm.  983 ;  Poynter  Mar.  &  Div.  259. 

■  Ante,  8ft3-857. 

*  See  ante,  ^359;  post,  §  881.  *  See  Vol.  L  f  563  et  aeq. 
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habitation.  In  short,  the  doctrine  extends  through  the  entire 
field  of  our  law,  as  administered  alike  in  the  common  law, 
equity,  and  ecclesiastical  tribunals,  that,  in  effect,  whenever 
the  wife  is  adjudged  entitled  to  live  separate  from  the  hus- 
band, by  reason  of  breaches  of  matrimonial  duty  committed 
by  him,  a  concurring  adjudication  must  be  pronounced,  that 
he  support  her  while  so  living;  the  one  adjudication  being 
commensurate  in  extent  with  the  other,  and  neither  one  ex- 
isting without  the  other. 

§  375  [562].  But  where,  in  consequence  of  a  settlement, 
or  otherwise,  the  property  of  the  wife  has  been  kept  in  her 
hands,  and  has  not  vested  in  her  husband,  and  her  own 
estate  is  fully  equal  to  what  she  can  justly  demand  from  the 
common  fund,  the  reason  for  allowing  her  this  kind  of  sup- 
port fails,  and  she  is  not  entitled  to  it.  If  her  estate  is  partly 
adequate,  it  goes  so  far  to  reduce  her  claim.^  The  same 
rule  applies  where  a  wife  has  been  voluntarily  provided,  by 
her  husband,  with  a  separate  maintenance ;  if  it  is  adequate, 
she  is  entitled  to  nothing  further ;  if  it  is  not  adequate,  the 
court  wiU  decree  to  her  such  alimony  as  shall  make  up  the 
deficiency.^  But  if,  subsequently  to  the  marriage,  money 
has  been  invested  by  the  relatives  and  friends  of  the  wife  to 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  the  case  seems  perhaps  to  stand 
upon  a  somewhat  different  principle.  It  has  accordingly 
been  held  in  England,  confirmed  by  the  court  of  last  appeal, 
that,  in»  estimating  the  amount  of  alimony  to  be  allowed  a 
wife  upon  a  divorce  for  cruelty,  a  deduction  from  the  amount 
otherwise  allowable  will  not  be  made  in  respect  of  money 
left  by  wills,  since  the  marriage,  to  the  wife's  separate  use. 
In  the  same  case,  the  court  refused  also  to  make  any  deduc- 


1  Street  v.  Street,  2  Add.  £c.  1,  2  Eng.  Ec.  195 ;  Whispell  v.  Whinpell,  4  Barb. 
217;  Otwayv.  Otway,  2  Phillim.  109,  1  Eng.  Ec.  203;  Logan  v.  Logan,  2  B. 
Monr.  142;  Cooke  v,  Cooke,  2  Phillim.  40,  1  Eng.  Ec.  178;  Holmes  v.  Holmes, 
4  Barb.  295 ;  Wright  v.  Wright,  6  Texas,  29  ;  Methvin  v,  Methyin,  15  Gft.  97 ; 
post,  §  394.    And  see  Dixon  v.  Hnfrell,  8  Car.  &  P.  717. 

3  Qaines  v.  Gaines,  9  B.  Bfonr.  295 ;  Rose  v.  Rose,  11  Paige,  166.  And  see 
Coles  V,  Coles,  2  Md.  Ch.  341. 
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tion  on  account  of  the  wife's  salary  of  <£500  a  year,  as  a  lady- 
in-waiting  to  the  Queen.  The  reason  of  the  last  refusal, 
however,  was,  because  the  salary  was  not  permanent  as  a 
source  of  income,  and  because  the  amount  of  it  was  equalled 
by  the  expenses  of  the  office  entailed  upon  the  possessor. 
But  the  Court  of  Privy  Council,  overruling  the  Arches 
Court,  did  allow  a  deduction  in  respect  of  a  pension  of  £400 
a  year,  which,  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  the  king  had 
granted  the  wife.^ 

§  376  [563].  From  the  foregoing  principles  it  follows  also, 
that  ho  decree  for  alimony  can  be  based  on  a  decree  declar- 
ing a  marriage  void  ab  initio^  whether  the  marriage  were  a 
void  one,  or  voidable.'  What,  in  the  absence  of  statutory 
provisions,  would  be  the  duty  of  a  court  as  to  alimony,  on 
dissolving  a  valid  marriage,  for  the  husband's  post-nuptial 
offence,  so  that  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  would  no 
longer  be  recognized  as  existing,  is  a  question  which  could 
not  arise  in  the  English  law  as  brought  into  this  country  by 
our  ancestors ;  no  court  in  England  having  had,  previous  to 

^  Westmeath  v.  Westmeath,  3  Knapp,  42.  See  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  4  Barb. 
295;  Thompson  r.  Hanrej,  4  Bur.  2177. 

<  Qodol.  Ab.  506,  509 ;  Bird  v.  Bird,  1  Lee,  621 ;  FischU  v.  FischU,  1  Blackf. 
360.  And  see  Bartlett  v.  Bartlett,  Clarke,  460.  The  Ecclesiastical  Coarts,  how- 
erer,  on  pronoancing  sach  a  decree,  hare  given  to  the  woman  a  specific  sum, 
under  the  name  of  costs  or  expenses  of  the  proceeding.  Thns  where  the  hosbalid 
brought  his  sait  for  the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  but  failed  by  reason  that  the 
marriage  was  illegal,  whence  a  decree  was  made  against  its  validity,  Lord  Stowell 
observed :  **  Under  the  particular  circumstances  of  this  case,  in  which  there  is  no 
doubt  that  a  marriage  was  had  freely  and  voluntarily,  and  that  tiiis  affair  has  been 
prejudicial  to  Miss  Jones,  who  is  a  lady  of  good  character,  I  shall,  agreeably  to 
precedent,  give  a  sum  to  her  rwminB  expeMonan,  and  fix  it  at  400/."  Scrimshue 
V.  Scrimshire,  2  Hag.  C!on.  395,  4  Eng.  Ec.  562,  574.  Where,  however,  a  wife 
brought  against  her  husband  a  suit  for  nullity  of  maniage,  on  the  ground  of  incest, 
and  it  appeared  the  parties  were  equally  guilty,  she  having  been  told  beforehand 
the  marriage  would  be  illegal,  and  an  endeavor  having  been  made  to  dissuade  her 
from  it.  Sir  John  NichoU,  pronouncing  the  marriage  void,  still  refused  costs  to  her. 
Aughtie  V.  Aughtie,  1  Phillim.  201,  I  Eng.  Ec.  72.  The  Chancellor  of  New 
Jersey,  in  Zule  v.  Zule,  Saxton,  96,  seemed  to  consider  the  doctrine  stated  in  the 
text,  not  to  be  fully  settled ;  and  raised  the  quecy,  whether  the  court,  declaring  a 
nullity  by  reason  of  a  preexisting  marriage,  could  give  alimony ;  but  inclined  to 
the  opinion  it  could  not. 
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the  year  1858,  jnriBdiction  to  dissolve  a  valid  marriage. 
Neither  coald  the  question  often  arise  in  this  country;  be- 
cause generally  the  statutes  of  the  States  authorize  a  decree 
of  alimony,  or  of  division  of  the  property,  or  both,  to  attend 
a  divorce  dissolving  the  marriage.^  But  it  was  held  in  Mass* 
achusetts,  where  the  point  was  not  expressly  controverted  or 
discussed,  that  the  court  could  not,  in  the  absence  of  direct 
statutory  authority,  append  a  decree  for  alimony  to  a  decree 
dissolving  the  marriage ;  and  such  a  decree  having  been  en- 
tered, and  an  action  of  debt  ^  having  been  brought  upon  it, 
the  defendant  was  permitted  to  take  advantage  of  the  error 
by  plea,  the  judgment  for  alimony  being  deemed  a  mere 
nullity.'  So,  in  Pennsylvania,  the  courts  do  not,  unless  by 
recent  statute,  allow  alimony  on  the  divorce  from  the  bond 
of  matrimony  ;  and,  where  it  has  been  awarded  on  a  divorce 
from  bed  and  board,  it  ceases  on  a  subsequent  decree  dissolv- 
ing the  marriage.^ 

§  377  [564].  It  moreover  follows  from  these  principles, 
that,  where  the  wife,  is  the  offender,  she  cannot  have  ali- 
mony on  a  divorce  decreed  in  favor  of  the  husband.^     So 


^  See  IlMhli  v,  Fischli,  sapn. 

'  The  Kassacfaiuetts  court  has  since  decided,  that  the  proper  form  of  prooeeding 
to  enforce  a  decree  for  permanent  aUmonj,  is  tcune  Jadat,  Morton  r.  Morton,  4 
Cash.  518.  This  is  a  point  npon  which  the  practice  in  the  several  States  differs. 
And  see  Lyon  v,  Lyon,  21  Conn.  185 ;  post,  §  499. 

'  Davol  V,  Darol,  13  Mass.  264.  See  Jones  o.  Jones,  18  Maine,  SOS ;  Dean  v. 
Bichmond,  5  Pick.  461.  But  see  Holmes  v.  Holmes.  4  Barb.  296;  Crane  v. 
Meginnis,  1  Qill  &  J.  463 ;  Richardson  v,  Wilson,  8  Teig.  67. 

«  Blaker  v.  Cooper,  7  S.  &  B.  500;  Smith  v.  Smith,  3  S.  &  B.  248.  See  post, 
\  480.  See  also  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  9  N.  H.  909 :  Tewksbnry  v.  Tewksbniy,  4 
How.  Missis.  109.  In  Michigan,  alimony  is  granted,  as  well  on  diroroes  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony,  as  on  separations  from  bed  and  board.  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer, 
Walk.  Mich.  48,  58.    So  it  is  generally  by  the  statate  law  of  the  American  States. 

•  Godol.  Ab.  508 ;  8  Bl.  Com.  94 ;  Palmer  v.  Palmer,  1  Paige,  276 ;  2  Chitty 
Qen.  Pract.  Am.  ed.  462, 468.  "  This  alimony,  in  strictness  of  law,  being  a  dnty 
properly  dne  fitmi  the  iinsband  to  the  wife  during  her  cohabitation  with  him,  ib» 
canon  law  says,  that,  if  she  does,  without  any  default  of  his,  of  her  accord,  depart 
from  him,  he  shall  not  be  obliged  to  allow  her  alimony  during  such  her  wilfU  de- 
sertion of  him,  though  she  be  not  charged  with  adulteiy,  and  though  he  had  a  coi^ 
siderable  dowecy  with  her.  But  if  she  departs  from  her  husband  through  any 
[802] 
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long  as  he  has  committed  no  breach  of  marital  dnty,  he  is 
under  no  obligation  to  provide  her  a  separate  maintenance  ; 
for  she  cannot  claim  it  on  the  groand  of  her  own  misconduct. 
Yet  when  we  look  at  this  point,  not  in  the  light  of  strict  legal 
principle,  but  in  the  light  of  that  merciful  consideration  for 
human  frailty  to  which  the  merciful  mind  is  prompted,  we 
are  led  to  the  conclusion,  that,  in  some  cases,  the  weight  of 
justice  presses  too  heavily  upon  the  frail  woman  whom  it 
thus,  depriving  her  of  the  means  of  an  honest  livelihood,  forces 
into  prostitution,  while  she  may  have  repented  of  her  former 
error,  and  sought  earnestly  after  the  paths  of  virtue.^  The 
English  Parliament  had  a  practice,^in  granting  divorces  from 
the  bond  of  matrimony  to  the  husband,  of  always  requiring 
him  to  make  some  provision  for  his  discarded  wife.*  And 
Chancellor  Walworth,  in  decreeing,  in  favor  of  the  husband, 
a  separation  from  bed  and  board,  on  the  ground  of  the  wife's 
cruelty,  said  he  should  give  her  alimony  if  it  were  in  his  power, 
and  recommended  the  husband  to  accord  it  voluntarily.^ 

§  378.   In  New  Hampshire  it  is  provided  by  statute,  that, 
"  upon  any  decree  of  nullity  or  divorce,  the  court  may  restore 


default  of  ha,  as  on  the  account  of  craelty  and  the  like,  then  he  shall  in  that  case 
be  compelled  to  allow  her  alimony,  though  he  had  no  dowery  with  her ;  for  the  law 
deems  her  to  be  a  datifol  wife  an  long  a*  the  fault  lies  at  his  door.""   Ayl.  Farer.  58. 

1  So  in  Sheafe  v.  Sheafe,  4  Foet.  N.  H.  564,  568,  Eastman,  J.,  remarks  :  "  It  is 
not  too  mach  to  suppose,  that  there  are  those  who  would  enter  into  the  marriage 
relation  solely  with  the  view  of  possessing  themselyes  of  the  property  of  their 
wives ;  and  who  would  readily  sacrifice  thdr  virtue,  if  by  so  doing  they  could  break 
up  the  marriage  contract,  and  at  the  same  time  retain  the  property  of  which  they 
had  gained  possession.  Nor  is  it  too  much  to  suppose,  that  a  weak-minded  woman 
might  become  the  victim  of  an  artfol  and  unprincipled  husband ;  and  yet  in  such  a' 
way  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  produce  any  evidence  implicating  him  in  her 
Ml.  To  cast  such  a  woman  destitute  upon  the  world  would  be  doing  the  groseeot 
injustice,  and  at  the  same  time  be  rewaiding  the  most  inftonous  iniquity." 

'  8  Law  Reporter,  219.  "And  for  this  most  just,  humane,  and  moral  reason, 
that  she  may  not  be  driven  by  want  to  continue  in  a  course  of  vice."  Best,  J.,  in 
Jee  V.  Thnrlow,  4  D.  &  R.  1 1 , 1 7.  In  Biassachusetts,  under  the  provincial  system, 
when  in  a  certain  instance  the  governor  and  council  granted  to  a  husband  a  divorce 
from  his  wife  for  her  adultery,  they  made  her  no  allowance  out  of  his  estate.  Gage 
V.  Gage,  3  Dane  Ab.  809,  a.  d.  1782. 

*  Perry  v.  Peny,  2  Barb.  Cb.  811. 
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to  the  wife  all  or  any  part  of  her  lands,  tenements,  and  hered- 
itaments, and  may  assign  to  her  such  part  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate  of  her  husband,  or  order  him  to  pay  8uch  sum 
of  money,  as  may  be  deemed  just  and  expedient."  Upon 
this  it  was  observed  by  Bell,  J. :  *'  The  ordinary  course  is  to 
allow  alimony  to  the  wife,  where  she  is  the  injured  party,  and 
the  libellant;  but  the  power  of  the  court  is  not  limited  to  that 
case.  The  wife  may  be  in  the  wrong.  She  may  have  an 
unhappy  temper,  or  an  unfortunate  disposition  ;  she  may 
have  ill-treated  her  husband,  or  deserted  him,  or  have  other- 
wise misconducted  herself,  and  yet  the  property  she  may  ask 
as  alimony  may  be  all  sueh  as  was  her  own  before  her  mar- 
riage, or  such  as  has  been  accumulated,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
by  her  own  industry ;  and  her  fault  may  be  far  from  such  as 
ought  to  be  punished  by  the  forfeiture  of  all  her  property, 
or  her  interest  in  the  husband's  property,  thus  leaving  her 
to  beg  or  starve.  She  may  have  so  conducted  that  her  hus- 
band may  be  well  entitled  to  a  divorce,  and  yet  she  may  be 
a  wronged  and  injured  woman ;  and  there  seems,  therefore, 
to  be  good  reason  why  the  court  should  be  vested  with  the 
power  of  making  to  her  a  just  and  reasonable  allowance  in 
any  such  case."  ^ 

§  379  [565].  It  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  writer  to  trace 
here  the  legislation  of  our  States  in  detail;  but  there  are 
several  of  them  in  which  it  is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
court  to  grant  some  provision  to  a  wife  divorced  for  her  fault. 
Yet  we  may  doubt  the  expediency  of  giving,  as  a  general 
rule,  alimony  to  such  a  wife ;  though  there  are  cases  in  which 
unquestionably  she  should  have  it.^  A  statute  exists  in  Illi- 
nois, authorizing  the  court  which  pronounces  the  divorce 
dissolving  the  marriage,  to  make  such  order  concerning  the 
custody  of  the  children  and  support  of  the  wife  as  may  seem 
fit,  reasonable,  and  just;  and,  in  one  case,  the  guilty  wife  had 
both  alimony  and  the  custody  of  the  only  child  of  the  marriage 


1  Sheafe  v.  Laighton,  86  N.  H.  340,  243 ;  Sheaib  o.  Sheafe,  4  Fost,  N.  H.  564. 
*  See  Fry  o.  Fry,  7  Paige,  461,  468;  Folk  v.  Folk,  8  Blackf.  561. 
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» 

decreed  to  her,^  —  no  bad  speculation,  if  she  had  become 
weary  of  the  society  of  her  husband,  or  had  conceived  a  pas- 
sion to  torment  him.  There  is  an  Ohio  case,  wherein  alimony 
was  allowed  to  the  defendant  wife  on  a  divorce  for  her  adul- 
tery ;  no  sufficient  evidence  appearing  of  but  one  criminal 
act,  and  there  being  hope  she  might  be  reclaimed.  The  pro- 
perty of  the  husband  had  been  earned^  after  the  marriage,  by 
the  joint  efforts  of  the  two  parties.  The  court  said,  the  wife 
*'  must  not  be  turned  out  to  prostitution  and  starvation.^'  ^ 
And  in  several  other  States  are  statutes  under  which  the 
courts  have  decided,  that  the  guilty  wife,  on  a  divorce,  is  en- 
titled to  alimony,  or  a  share  of  the  husband's  estate.^ 

§  380  [566].  In  Alabama  it  has  been  held,  that,  when  a 
wife  sues  in  equity  for  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony, 
not  claiming  alimony  of  her  husband,  and  he,  in  his  answer, 
asks  for  an  allowance  by  reason  of  his  having  paid  debts 
of  hers  contracted  before  the  marriage,  this  his  prayer,  thus 
brought  forward,  cannot  be  granted  by  direct  adjudication.  If 
the  court  could  thus  attend  at  all  to  it,  the  way  of  presenting 
the  matter  must  be  by  cross-bill.  Still,  where  the  husband  had 
made  a  settlement  to  the  separate  use  of  the  wife  and  her 
children  by  a  former  marriage,  the  judges  would  not  decree 
to  her  the  relief  she  sought,  unless  she  would  execute  a  recon- 
veyance to  him  of  the  property  embraced  in  the  settlement^ 

§  381  [567j.  It  has  been  held  in  Mississippi,  that,  although 
the  usual  practice  is  to  proceed  for  a  divorce  and  for  alimony 
by  one  bill,  and  have  them  awarded  at  one  time,  yet  a  party 
need  not  proceed  thus ;  but,  if  the  question  of  alimony  is  not 
settled  in  the  divorce  suit,  the  wife  may  afterward  sue  for  it 
by  separate  bill,  either  in  the  same  court,  or  any  other  of  com- 


i  ReayiB  v.  Bearis,  1  Scam.  24S.  *  Daikf  v.  Dailej,  Wright,  5U. 

*  Pence  v.  Pence,  6  B.  Monr.  496 ;  McCafierty  v,  MeCafierty,  8  Blackf.  SI  8 ; 
Qainetf  v.  Gkdnee,  t  B.  Monr.  S95,308 ;  Biehardson  v.  Wdaoa,  8  Teig.  67 ;  Loyett 
V.  LoTett,  U  Ala.  763* 

*  Oliver  v.  Oliyer,  6  Ala.  76. 
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petent  jurisdiction.^  Conc^ning  this  point  we  may  observe, 
that,  without  doubt,  there  is  no  necessity  for  the  decree  of 
divorce  and  of  alimony  to  be  rendered  simultaneously ;  but 
there  is  reason  for  question,  whether,  according  to  the  general 
doctrine,  alimony  can  be  granted  otherwise  than  in  the  suit 
in  which  the  divorce  is  pronounced.  The  better  opinion 
appears  to  be,  that  the  English  chancery  has  no  power  to 
entertain  a  bill  for  alimony,  as  supplemental  to  a  parliamen- 
tary divorce ;  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana,  with  great 
apparent  force  of  reasoning,  maintained,  that  it  could  not  in- 
terfere to  give  a  wife,  divorced  in  Kentucky,  alimony  out  of 
the  husband's  lands  situated  in  Indiana,  neither  could  it  make 
a  division  of  them  in  her  favor;  although  the  Kentucky  court,^ 
on  pronouncing  for  the  divorce,  had  held,  contrary  to  the  cur- 
rent of  authority,  that  it  was  not  authorized  to  take  them  into 
its  consideration  in  assigning  to  the  wife  her  share  of  the 
property.  The  party,  having  the  right  to  litigate  the  ques- 
tion in  one  suit,  could  not,  the  Indiana  court  considered,  bring 
it  forward  in  another.^  In  a  like  case,  however,  the  tribunals 
of  Ohio  would  take  the  jurisdiction  by  force  of  a  statute ;  at 
least,  if  the  bill  in  Ohio  were  brought  at  the  same  time  with 
the  bill  for  divorce  in  the  other  State.^  And  there  may  be 
like  provisions  elsewhere  in  this  country.^ 

§  382  [568].  In  Tennessee,  a  man  got  from  the  legislature, 
on  petition,  a  special  act  divorcing  him  from  his  wife,  yet 
containing  the  provision,  that  nothing  therein  should  deprive 
the  wife  ^  of  her  right  to  alimony,  if  by  law  she  is  entitled 
to  the  same."  A  general  statute  of  the  State  had  already 
declared,  that  ^^  it  shcdl  be  the  duty  of  the  court,  in  making 
up  their  decree,  to  decree  to  the  wife  so  divorced  such  part 
of  the  real  and  personal  property  as  they  shall  think  proper, 


1  Shotwell  V.  Shotwell,  8m.  &  M.  Ch.  51 ;  Lawson  v,  Shotwell,  27  Missis.  630, 
635.    And  see  Lyon  v.  Lyon,  21  Conn.  185 ;  post,  §  888. 

*  FishU  V.  Fishli,  2  Litt.  337. 

>  Fischli  V.  Fischlt,  1  Blackf.  360.    But  see  Crane  v.  Meginnil,  1  Gill  &  J.  463. 

*  D'Arnsmont  v.  D'Arosmont,  U  Law  Beporter,  31 1,  8  West.  Law  Jonr.  648. 

*  See  post,  S  888,  493. 
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consietent  with  the  nature  of  the  case,  and  shall  appoint  three 
freeholders  to  make  partition  accordingly."  Thereupon  she 
filed  her  bill  for  alimony,  and  she  was  permitted  to  recover  it. 
The  court  considered,  that,  by  the  atatute  last  quoted,  she 
was  entitled  to  the  alimony,  whether  she  was  the  guilty  or 
the  innocent  party,  and  the  court  would  take  up  the  question 
where  the  legislature  laid  it  down,  and  proceed  to  the  end. 
The  opinion  contained  also  the  further  intimation,  that  the 
same  thing  would  have  been  done  if  there  had  been  no  auch 
provision  in  the  divorce  bill ;  moreover,  that  the  right  of  the 
wife  to  a  support  from  her  hut«band  was  a  constitutional 
right,  which  the  legislature  could  not  take  away  by  a  divorce 
bill,  passed,  as  this  was,  ex  park,  and  without  notice  to  her, 
even  supposing  it  be  effectual  as  against  her  to  dissolve  the 
marriage  itself.' 

§  383.  The  proceeding  whereby  alimony,  as  appurtenant 
to  a  suit  for  divorce,  is  to  be  obtained,  —  the  general  course 
of  practice  in  this  matter,  —  will  come  up  for  discussion  in  a 
separate  chapter.  It  seemed  desirable  to  the  writer  of  these 
volumes  to  preserve  substantially,  in  this  fourth  edition,  the 
order  of  discussion  which  was  pirfaued  in  the  earlier  editions, 
wherein  the  scope  of  the  discussion  was  less  wide  than  it 
is  here.  And  in  truth,  the  various  doctrines  which  pertain 
to  alimony  —  alimony  being  but  a  thing  attendant  on  some- 
thing else  —  are  of  a  nature  to  be  nearly  as  well  contem- 
plated in  one  order  as  in  another.  We  shall  next  take  a 
general  view  of  the  law  of  temporary  alimony;  then  we  shall 
consider  various  doctrines  which  seem  to  belong  equally  t« 
both  kinds  of  alimony;  thence  proceed,  through  a  sutEcient 
number  of  chapters,  to  bring  under  our  review  whatever  elue 
pertains  to  the  subject. 


>  RichanlMQ  e.  WUaon,  8  Yog.  67  ;  Vo].  L  f  14;  mie,  f  308,  381. 
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CHAPTEE    XXIII. 

ALTMOKT   PENDING    THE  SUIT,   AND   MONET  PAID  THE  WIFE  BY 
ORDER  OF  THE  COURT  TO   PROSEOUTB   OR  DEFEND. 

§  384  [569].  When  a  suit  is  pending  for  divorce  from 
bed  and  board,  or  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  or  for  de- 
claring a  marriage  duly  solemnized  void  from  the  beginning, 
it  is  legally  improper  for  the  parties  to  live  in  matrimonial 
cohabitation,  whatever  is  to  be  the  result  of  the  suit^  Even 
if  the  husband  offers  to  support  the  wife  in  his  own  house, 
with  separate  beds,  she  should  not  accept  the  oflFer.*  There- 
fore the  single  fact,  that  the  suit  is  pending,  is,  on  principles 
already  laid  down,^  alone  sufficient  to  entitle  the  wife,  who 
has  no  adequate  means  of  her  own,  whether  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  to  alimony  during  its  pendency.^  It  is  not  ordi- 
narily so  while  other  judicial  controversies  are  going  on 
between  husband  and  wife ;  for  those  other  controversies  do 
not  usually  render  cohabitation  improper,  but  this  contro- 
versy always  does. 

§  3tJ5  [569].  Yet  when,  for  any  purpose,  whether  for  di- 
vorce or  for  any  other,  there  is  pendii^  such  a  suit  between 
husband  and  wife  as  renders  cohabitation  improper,  —  in 
every  such  case,  according  to  what  appears  to  be  a  doctrine 


1  Vol.  L  \  sou 

*  Sykes  v,  Halstead,  I  Sandf.  483    And  see  Fiackard  v.  Pinckaid,  22  Oa.  81. 

•  Ante,  i  40,  869,  374. 

«  Jones  V.  Jonefl,  2  Barb.  Ch.  146 ;  Stoiy  v.  Stoiy,  Walk.  ICich.  421 ;  SheUord 
Mar.  &  Dit.  588,  586;  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  2  Hag.  Con.  208;  BniriU  Law  Diet 
tit.  Alimony;  2  Chit.  G«n.  Fract  Am.  ed.  468;  AyL  Panr.  59;  Ooghton,  tit 
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of  the  courts,  though  not  very  distinctly  laid  down,  and  not 
very  firmly  established  in  precedent  where  the  suit  is  other 
than  a  matrimiiiiia!  one,  —  the  wife  is  to  have  some  ailowauce 
for  her  separate  support,  made  her  by  order  of  Ihe  eonit, 
out  of  the  husband's  property.'  Thus,  where  she  was  seeking 
to  enforce  against  him  an  agreement  to  pay  her  a  separate 
maintenance;  and  he  offered  and  expressed  the  wi»h  to  co- 
habit with  her,  but  she  had  exhibited  aiticlea  of  peace  against 
him,  and  bad  him  under  recognizance  for  good  behavior; 
Lord  Hardwicke  said,  this  was  "an  excuse,  at  least,  for 
keeping  from  him  for  some  time,  till  their  passions  might  be 
supposed  to  subside,  and  they  had  a  prospect,  from  the  in- 
terposition of  friends,  to  tive  happily  together;"  and  so  he 
ordered  him  to  pay  her  a  gross  »um,  observing:  "  This  is  not 
making  a  decree,  as  has  been  said,  before  the  hearing,  but 
only  doing  what  the  husband  himself  is  obliged  to  do,  main- 
tain the  wife  till  the  cause  is  heard  upon  Ihe  merits;  and 
what  I  eay  now  is  abstracted  entirely  from  any  decree  the 
court  may  think  proper  to  make,  if  there  should  not  then 
appear  to  be  a  foundation  for  the  agreement  set  up  by  the 
bili,"^  The  allowance  was  not  a  standing,  periodical  one, 
under  a  general  order,  as  alimony  usually  is;  because  il 
might  be  proper  for  the  parties,  before  the  termination  of 
the  suit,  to  come  together  again ;  whereas,  in  proceedings 
for  divorce,  a  reunion  can  never  be  proper  until  the  cause  is 
ended.  And  if  this  doctrine  cannot  be  laid  down  as  so  dis- 
tinctly established  in  authority  as  we  might  wish,  the  reason 
perhaps  is,  that  the  cases  for  its  application,  outside  of  the 
divorce  proceeding,  are  rare.^ 

§  386  [570].  As,  however,  the  right  to  alimony  can  result 
only  from  the  marital  relation,  a  fact  of  marriage  between 
the  parties  must  be  admitted  or  proved,  before  there  can  be 

I  Scti  Ule,  t  973,  374. 

■  Bend  D.  Head,  3  Alk.  S9S,  See  also  D'Aninmont  v.  D'Arnsniont,  S  Wml 
LswJ<>ar.B4e,  U  Law  Reporter,  311;  Yeo  v.Yea,  SDick.498;  Dickenoon  v. 
UiiTie,  3  lb.  Ma ;  Feriihal  d.  Squire,  1  lb.  31. 

'  And  toe  Collins  v.  Collioa,  !  Paige,  9, 
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a  decree  even  for  alimony  pendente  lUe}  So  also  must  the 
Realties,  or  ability,  of  the  hnsband  be  admitted  or  proved ; 
this  being  essential  in  fixing  the  amount  of  alimony.^  Yet 
there  are  connected  with  these  propositions  some  questions 
of  practice,  to  be  considered  in  another  chapter.  The  mar- 
riage perhaps  need  not  be  so  fully  proved,  or  the  faculties 
so  exactly  shown,  in  the  interlocutory  proceeding  relative  to 
temporary  alimony,  as  is  necessary  on  a  final  decree. 

§  387  [571].  Allied  in  the  closest  manner  to  this  subject 
of  alimony  is  the  other  indicated  in  the  title  to  this  chapter ; 
namely,  the  sustenance  of  the  wife  by  the  husband  in  respect 
of  the  prosecution  or  defence  of  the  suit  This  sustenance 
is,  in  fact,  .a  sort  of  alimony ;  the  one,  being  for  the  defraying 
the  ordinary  expenses  of  the  wife  in  the  matter  of  living; 
the  other,  being  for  the  same  purpose  in  respect  to  the 
matter  of  the  suit  The  husband,  who  has  the  control  of 
the  money  out  of  which,  were  the  parties  dwelling  together, 
the  wife  would  be  entiUed  to  draw  her  support,  while  the 
wife  is  without  means  which  she  can  herself  command, 
should  not  only  be  made  to  aliment  the  wife  as  to  her  food 
and  the  like  while  the  suit  is  going  on,  but  aliment  her  also 
as  regards  the  suit ;  otherwise  she  would  be  denied  justice.' 

a 

§  388.  In  the  first  volume  it  was  observed,  that  we  should 
in  this  other  connection  consider  the  question  of  the  wife's 


1  Post,  4  402  et  leq. ;  Milee  v,  Chillon,  I  Bobertson,  684 ;  Smydi  v.  Smyth, 
2  Add.  Ec.  254,  2  Eng.  Be.  293  ;  Pnrcell  v,  Puroell,  4  Hen.  &  Manf.  507 ;  Danmt 
V.  Dorant,  1  Add.  Ec  114,  2  Eng.  Ec.  43;  McG«e  o.  McG«e,  10  Ga.  477,  488. 
It  is  80  also  in  Scotland.  Campbell  v.  Sassen,  2  Wilson  &  Shaw,  309 ;  Browne 
tf.  Burns,  5  Scotch  Sess.  Cos.  -».%,  1288;  1  Fras.  Dom.  Bel.  438. 

s  Butler  v.  Butler,  1  Lee,  38 ;  Goodali  v.  Goodall,  2  Lee,  264,  6  Eng.  Ec.  119 ; 
Thomberry  p.  Thombeny,  2  J.  i.  Mar.  322 ;  Jelineau  v,  Jelinean,  2  Des.  45 ; 
Wright  V,  Wright,  3  Texas,  168,  179. 

*  D'Aguilar  o.  D'Agnilar,  1  Hag.  Ec.  778,  3  Eng,  Ec.  829,  338;  Belcher  v. 
Belcher,  1  Curt  Ec.  444,  6  Eng.  Ec.  372;  Story  o.  Stoiy,  Walk.  Mich.  421 ; 
Holmes  v.  Holmes,  2  Lee,  90,  6  Eng.  Ec.  49 ;  Fitzgerald  v.  Pitsgendd,  I  Lee,  649, 
5  Eng.  Ec.  472 ;  Bird  v.  Bird,  I  Lee,  572,  5  Eng.  Ec.  455 ;  Daiger  v.  Daiger,  2 
Md.  Ch.  335 ;  Coles  v.  Coles,  2  Md.  Ch.  341 ;  Tayman  v.  Tayman,  2  Md.  Ch. 
893. 
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power  to  bind  her  husband  to  pay  her  oounsel  fees  and  other 
like  expenses,  when  she  sues  him  for  a  divorce,  or  proceeds 
against  him  for  a  breach  of  the  peace,  and  other  similar 
matters ;  ^  for,  should  it  appear,  that,  when  she  .deems  her- 
self compelled  to  proceed  against  him  in  a  divorce  suit,  or 
to  defend  a  divorce  suit  brought  against  her  by  him,  she 
is  not  clothed  with  authority  to  employ  counsel,  to  sum- 
mon witnesses,  and  the  rest,  on  his  account,  making  him 
answerable  for  them  as  for  necessaries,  the  rule  which  re- 
quires him  to  supply  her  in  the  divorce  suit  with  the  money  to 
pay  for  these  things,  will  appear  the  more  reasonable  and  the 
more  important  There  is  an  English  case  of  no  very  ancient 
date,  in  which  the  proctor  of  a  wife  brought  against  the 
husband  a  suit  under  the  following  state  of 'facts :  ^^  It  was 
proved,"  says  the  report,  ^'  to  be  the  practice -in  the  Ecclesias- 
tical Courts,  during  the  pendency  of  a  divorce  suit,  to  have 
the  wife's  proctor's  bill  of  costs  taxed  every  term,  and  paid 
by  the  husband  under  a  monition,  so  that  the  wife's  proctor 
in  general  gets  paid  by  the  husband,  whatever  be  the  event 
of  the  suit  This  course  bad  been  pursued  in  the  present 
case ;  and  the  costs  were  paid  in  this  manner  up  to  Novem- 
ber, 1854.  In  February,  1855,  the  defendant's  wife  died, 
and  the  suit  abated.  The  action  was  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  plaintiff's  bill  from  the  beginning  o*f  November  to  the 
time  of  the  wife's  death."  The  divorce  suit  was  one  in 
which  the  wife  was  promotor;  and,  in  the  proctor's  suit 
before  the  common-law  court,  the  plaintiff  failed  to  show, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  latter  tribunal,  a  necessity  for  the 
wife  to  proceed  in  the  former,  or  a  sufficient  apparent  ground 
on  which  to  base  her  cause.  ^  The  proctor  must  show," 
said  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  ^that  there  was  reasonable  cause 
for  instituting  the  proceeding."  Therefore  he  failed  to  re- 
cover. But  it  was  laid  down,  in  th^  language  of  Cromp- 
ton,  J.,  that,  ''where  there  is  reasonable  apprehension  of 
violence,  a  divorce  may  be  the  most  effectual  protection ;  and 
it  may  be  a  necessary  within  the  rule  which  authorizes  a 

1  Vol.  L  ^  564. 
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wife,  who  has  left  her  husband  from  reasonable  apprehen- 
sion of  cruelty,  to  pledge  his  credit  for  what  is  necessary  to 
her."  ^  But  this  doctrine,  if  it  be  accepted  in  the  United 
States  as  just  with  us,  does  not  go  the  full  length  of 
meeting  the  entire  demands  of  the  litigation ;  it  is  not  how- 
ever, even  so  far  as  it  goes,  the  doctrine  which  most  prevails 
in  this  country. 

§  389.  Thus  it  was  held  in  New  Hampshire,  that  a  hus- 
band is  not  liable  to  an  attorney  for  professional  services 
rendered  his  wife. in  prosecuting  a  libel  for  divorce  against 
him  upon  the  ground  of  adultery,  —  an  offence  which  could 
not,  in  this  matter,  be  distinguished  from  cruelty,  though 
possibly  we  mi|^ht  distinguish  the  divorce  from  the  bond  of 
matrimony,  which  follows  adultery  in  New  Hampshire,  from 
the  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  which  follows  cruelty  in 
England.  Said  Bartlett,  J.,  speaking  for  the  New  Hampshire 
tribunal :  ^  It  is  not  sufficient  for  the  plaintiffs  merely  to 
show,  that  the  defendant's  misconduct  gave  occasion  for  the 
proceedings  instituted  by  the  wife,  but  it  must  also  appear 
that  those  proceedings  were  necessary  for  the  personal  pro- 
tection and  safety  of  the  wife."^  At  the  same  time,  and 
consistently  with  this  doctrine,  the  New  Hampshire  court  in 
an  earlier  case  had  held,  that,  where  it  is  necessary  for  the 
safety  of  the  wife  to  enter  a  complaint  against  her  husband 
for  a  breach  of  the  peace,  the  legal  costs  of  the  proceeding 
may  be  recovered  against  him.  And  where  a  wife  applied  to 
an  attorney,  who  made  out  a  complaint  against  her  husband 
for  a  breach  of  the  peace,  which  complaint  was  signed  and 
sworn  to  by  her,  and  proceedings  were  had  thereon,  pursuant 
to  which  the  husband  was,  in  default  of  bail,  committed  to 
the  jail  of  the  county,  the  husband  was  held  liable  to  the 
attorney  for  such  charges  as  would  be  good  against  com- 


1  Brown  v.  Ackrojd,  5  Ellig  &  B.  819,  827,  8S9.  For  more  of  this  case,  see 
post,  4  391 .  And  see,  as  perhaps  sostaining  this  Tiew,  Williams  v.  Fowler,  McClei. 
k  T.  269. 

<  Morrison  v.  Holt,  42  N.  H.  478, 480. 
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plainaqts  in  ordinary  cases,  and  upon  the  ground  that  the 
services  were  necessaries  furnished  to  the  wife  for  her  pro- 
tection.^ 

§  390.  There  seems  to  be  but  little  judicial  difference  as 
to  the  principle  upon  which  these  cases  are  to  proceed. 
Thus,  where  a  husband  had  turned  his  wife  out  of  doors, 
and  she  had  exhibited  articles  of  the  peace  against  him, 
and  her  attorney  sued  the  husband  for  the  recovery  of  his 
bill  on  the  wife's  retainer  about  this  business.  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  laid  down  to  the  jury  what  majr  be  deem^  to  be 
the  everywhere  received  doctrine  on  the  subject,  as  follows : 
^^  U  dhe  was  turned  out  of  doors  in  the  manner  stated,  she 
carried  along  with  her  a  credit  for  whatever  her  preservation 
and  safety  required.  She  had  a  right  to  appeal  to  the  law 
for  protection,  and  she  must  have  the  means  of  appealing 
effectually.  She  might,  therefore,  charge  her  husband  with 
the  necessary  expense  of  the  proceeding,  as  much  as  for  neces- 
sary food  or  raiment."^  The  diflSculty  is  to  draw  the  line 
between  cases  which  fall  within  this  principle,  and  those 
which  fall  outside  of  it  In  the  earlier  editions  of  this  work, 
the  matter  was  stated  as  follows : 

§  391  [571].  If  the  wife  undertakes  to  sustain  any  of  the 
expenses  of  the  divorce  suit,  as  to  pay  counsel,  she  is  not 
liable  on  the  undertaking,  even  though  a  divorce  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony  ensues ;  unless,  subsequently  to  the  di- 
vorce, she  renews  her  promise  of  payment®  Neither  is  the 
husband  liable  to  the  legal  adviser  whom  she  may  employ^ 
either  in  prosecuting  or  defending  a  divorce  suit^     This  at 

« 

I  I  ■  ■  ^^^m^^^^.^^^  ■■■■■■■>■  ■  ■   MM   M^^— — ^»^^M  ■     ^^^^mmm    m  M»»  ■  W  I        I        I    l    *        ■  ■■■■*■■   I    ■■  I      H  ^^-^^«   ■  ■ 

i  Morris  V,  Palmer,  89  N.  H.  123. 

'  Shepherd  v.  Mackonl,  8  Camp.  326  ;  8.  p.  Tamer  v.  Rooks,  2  Per.  ft  D.  294, 
10  Ad.  ft  £.  47. 

•  Wilson  V.  Barr,  25  Wend.  386  ;  Yiser  v.  Bertrand,  14  Ark.  267. 

*  Wing  V.  Harlbort,  15  Yt.  607 ;  Dorsey  v.  Ooodenow,  Wright,  120;  Shelton 
9,  Pendleton,  18  Conn.  417 ;  Coffin  v.  Dunham,  8  Cnsh.  404;  McCallough  9. 
Bobinson,  2  Ind.  630 ;  Williams  v,  Monroe,  18  B.  Monr.  514 ;  Johnson  t;.  Williams, 
3  Greene,  Iowa,  97.  During  the  pendency  of  a  wife's  bill  for  dirorce,  on  the 
ground,  among  other  things,  that  the  husband  was  a  lunatic,  an  order  was  made 
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least  is  the  general  doctrine,  certainly  as  applied  to  divorces 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony.  But  in  a  late  English  case, 
the  proctor  of  the  wife  was  said  by  the  judges  —  for  he  was 
not  permitted  to  recover  under  the  facts  appearing — to  be 
authorized  to  claim  of  the  husband  his  fees  for  prosecuting 
against  him  a  suit  for  divorce  from  bed  and  board  on  the 
ground  of  cruelty,  even  though  the  suit  did  not  succeed, 
provided  reasonable  cause  existed  for  instituting  it  and  carry- 
ing it  on.^  The  case  of  a  divorce  suit  from  the  bond  of 
matrimony  is  different  from  this ;  and  it,  perhaps  this  also,  is 
unlike  the  case  of  the  wife's  exhibiting  articles  of  the  peace 
against  her  husband ;  for  there  he  is  holden  to  her  attorney, 
provided  the  proceeding  was  necessary  for  her  safety.^  But 
it  is  never  necessary  for  her  safety  as  wifej  either  to  obtain  a 
divorce  from  him,  or  to  resist  his  obtaining  one  from  her. 


by  the  court  that  he  pay  her  for  the  support  of  herself  and  children  $1,000  per 
year,  until  the  final  settlement  of  the  cause,  and  execution  was  issued ;  but  before 
it  was  collected  he  was  restored  to  reason,  and  the  parties  came  into  court  and 
had  the  bill  dismissed.  And  it  was  held,  that  an  action  of  assumpsit  would  lie 
a^nst  the  husband,  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  due  for  the  education  of  the 
children,  on  a  contract  made  by  the  wife,  pending  the  divorce  suit.  Harris  v, 
Davis,  1  Ala.  259.  As  to  the  husband's  liability  for  the  board  of  his  wife's  wit- 
nesses, see  Graves  v.  Cole,  7  Harris,  Pa.  171. 

1  Brown  v,  Ackroyd,  34  Eng.  L.  &  £q.  214,  217,  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  saying : 
**  A  wife  has  authority  to  pledge  her  husband's  credit  for  the  coets  of  a  divorce 
suit  where  there  are  reasonable,  as  well  as  where  there  are  absolute,  grounds  for 
instituting  the  suit.  Under  such  circumstances  the  suit  would  be  necessary  and 
fit  for  the  wife's  protection,  and  she  would  be  authorized  to  employ  a  proctor, 
and  her  husband  would  be  liable  for  his  fees.  It  has  been  determined  in  GrindeU 
V,  Godmond,  that,  if  the  wife  indicts  her  husband  for  an  assault,  he  is  not  liable 
for  the  costs  of  the  prosecution ;  and  rightly  so,  because  that  is  not  a  proceed- 
ing for  her  protection,  but  for  the  punishment  of  the  husband.  But  a  divorce 
a  mensd  et  thoro  on  the  ground  of  cruelty  is  a  proceeding  for  her  protection ;  and, 
as  she  has  no  property  of  her  own,  she  can  have  tio  redress  unless  she  is  able 
to  pledge  her  husband's  credit.  This  is  just  as  much  a  necessary  as  the  costs  of 
exhibiting  articles  of  the  peace  against  her  husband  are  a  necessary,  as  stated  .by 
Lord  EUenborough  in  Shepherd  v,  Kackoul,  3  Camp.  326.  The  same  principle 
applies  in  both  cases,  although  the  fkcts  which  would  elititle  her  to  exhibit  articles 
of  the  peace  would  not  necessarily  entitle  her  to  sue  for  a  divorce."  And  see  more 
of  this  case,  ante,  §  388.  Compare  this  case  with  Williams  v.  Monroe,  18  B. 
Monr.  514. 

>  Shepherd  v.  Mackoul,  3  Camp.  326 ;  Williams  v.  Fowler,  McClel.  &  T.  269 ; 
Turner  p.  Bookes,  10  Ad.  &  £.  47,  2  Bright,  Hns.  &  Wife,  8. 
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The  r«seniblance  in  fhii^  respect  is  nearer  a  criminal  prose- 
cution on  her  behalf  against  him  for  an  assault,  where  he 

riinnot  be  madi'  to  j.my  her  oo»nsel  fees  ami  other  like  ex- 
penses.' 

^  392.  It  is  plain,  that,  whatever  be  the  true  doetrine  re- 
specting the  matter  di^eui^sed  in  the  last  few  sections,  this 
doctrine  affords  no  adequate  help  to  a  wife  proceeding  for  a 
divorce,  or  defending  herself  against  her  husband's  divorce 
suit.  What  she  needs,  ia  not  merely  the  right  to  pledge  hia 
credit,  or  to  recover  her  costs  at  the  end  of  the  suit,  it  ia  to 
use  money  in  the  suit,  the  same  aa  does  her  husband  ;  it  is 
to  stand  before  the  tribunal  which  administers  one  law  alike 
to  husband  and  wife,  on  an  equal  and  common  ground  with 
him.  And  by  this  primary  doctrine  of  legal  reason  should 
ail  the  secondary  doctrines  relating  to  the  same  matter  be 
tested.  Let  ua  carry  this  leading  doctrine  in  our  understand- 
ings and  in  our  memories,  while  we  proceed  to  see  what 
secondary  rules  the  courts  have  laid  down. 

§  393.  It  should  be  also  borne  in  mind,  that  the  word 
"costs,"  which  appears  in  the  books  in  connection  with  this 
topic,  means  something  difTerent  in  the  English  law  upon  the 
subject,  from  what  it  means  in  this  country  generally.  In 
most  of  our  States  the  costs  of  a  suit  are  certain  fees  and  ex- 
penses which  are  entered  up,  in  the  judgment  against  the 
losing  party,  as  a  part  of  the  final  judgment ;  but,  in  the 
English  matrimonial  law,  the  term  includes  not  only  this 
meaning,  it  extend.i  further  also,  and  signifies  those  expenses 
which  arc  to  be  borne  by  the  husband,  among  which,  and  as 
a  part  of  which,  are  embraced  what  in  our  common  law  tri- 
bunala  are  called  costs. 

§  394  [572].  When  the  wife  has  suiEcient  separate  prop- 
erty, the  reason  for  giving  her  either  temporary  alimony,  or 
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money  to  defray  her  expenses  in  the  suit,  does  not  ex^t,  and 
she  is  not  entitled  to  either.^  The  conrt  will  consider  whether 
her  separate  means  are  sufficient ;  and,  if  not,  will  decree  all* 
mony  to  supply  the  deficiency.  If  she  has  an  income  adequate 
to  her  own  support,  but  not  to  meet  also  the  expenses  of  the 
suit,  and  she  forbears  to  apply  for  alimony,  but  does  apply 
for  her  expenses,  the  court  will  give  her  the  latter.^  Sir 
Herbert  Jenner  Fust  once  said  :  '^  It  would  have  been  much 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  if  it  could  have  found  any 
case  in  which  the  costs  have  been  apportioned  between  the 
husband  and  wife,  where  the  incomes  of  both  parties  have 
been  small ;  but  I  have  never  met  with  a  case  of  the  kind, 
nor  am  I  aware  that  any  such  rule  ever  existed."^  Yet  per- 
haps this  is  not  a  precedent  which  should  have  weight  with 
us.  In  cases  where  the  wife  is  not  allowed  to  claim  of  the 
husband  her  expenses  in  the  suit  during  its  progress,  on  the 
ground  of  her  having  sufficient  separate  estate,  she  may  still 
have  her  costs  as  the  prevailing  party,  on  its  termination,  if 
otherwise  entitled  to  them.^ 

§  395  [573 j.  When  therefore  the  wife  is  carrying  on  her 
suit  for  a  divorce,  and  the  husband  has  no  property  except 
what  is  already  in  her  custody,  neither  the  allowance  of  tem- 
porary alimony  nor  of  money  to  prosecute  the  cause  can  be 


^  Ante,  ^  375 ;  Font  v.  Font,  Pointer  Mar.  A  Div.  860,  note ;  Davis  v,  Pavie, 
ib.  861,  note ;  Fjler  v.  Fjler,  Deane  &  Swabey,  175.  In  New  York,  alimony  pen- 
dude  lite  was  denied  the  wife  in  her  snit  for  separation,  where  it  appeared  she  had 
gone  to  reside  with  her  father,  who  had  agreed  with  the  husband  to  sapport  her,  in 
eonsideration  of  his  making  no  claim  for  her  serrioee.  Bartlett  v.  Bartlett, 
Clarke,  460. 

*  D'Agnilar  v.  D'Agnilar,  1  Hag.  Ec.  778,  3  Eng.  Ec  389,  338;  Belcher  v. 
Belcher,  1  Cnrt.  Ec  444,  6  Eng.  Ec.  378 ;  Wilson  v,  Wilson,  8  Hag.  Con.  803 ; 
Logan  V.  Logan,  8  B.  Monr.  143;  Collins  v.  Collins,  8  Paige,  8;  Holmes  v. 
Holmes,  8  Lee,  90,  6  Eng.  Ec.  49 ;  Tnrst  v.  Toist,  8  I^ee,  98,  note,  6  Eng.  Ec. 
50 ;  Rose  v.  Rose,  11  Paige,  166. 

*  Belcher  v.  Belcher,  supra.  Li  this  case  the  hnsband's  income  was  510/.  and 
the  wife's  836  /,  per  annnm,  and  she  was  allowed  to  tax  her  costs. 

^  D'Agnilar  v.  D'Agnilar,  fnpnt;  Wilton  v.  Wilson,  Poynter  Mar.  &  Dir.  863, 
note ;  ante,  |  365. 
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made  her.'  Yet  probably  it  is  not  alone  a  snfficient  circam- 
Btance  to  bring  a  case  within  this  principle,  that  the  husband 
has  no  visible  or  actaal  estate ;  for  we  shall  see,  that  alimony 
may  be  awarded  out  of  his  income  qr  his  ability  to  earn 
money."  Where  the  husband  is  plaintifi^  if  he  is  destitute 
both  of  propi.-rty  and  ability,  the  court  will  iioi  directly  re- 
quire him  to  furnish  the  wife  with  alimony  pendente  lite,  or 
with  money  to  defend,  but  will  suspend  the  suit  until  some 
provision  is  made  for  hcr.^  If  he  cannot  aliment  her,  and 
give  her  the  means  of  defence,  he  cannot  have  his  divorce.* 
Where,  however,  the  complainant  was  an  infant  without 
pecuniary  resources,  and  the  suit  was  prosecuted  by  his 
father  as  his  next  friend,  and  the  defendant  wife  applied  for 
an  order  on  this  next  friend  to  furnish  funds  out  of  his  own 
estate  for  her  defence;  yet,  it  appearing  from  atfidavits  pro- 
duced that  she  was  a  common  prostitute,  keeping  a  house  of 
ill-fame  ;  the  court  declined  either  to  make  the  order,  or  stay 
the  proceedings,  until  the  husband  should  arrive  at  full  age." 

^  396  [574].  Enlightened  by  these  principles  concerning 
alimony  generally,  and  alimony  pending  the  suit  for  divorce, 
let  us  consider  the  question  som.ctime8  arising  in  our  courts, 
whether,  when  a  statute  gives  the  tribunal  jurisdiction  over  a 
specific  cause  of  divorce,  but  is  silent  concerning  alimony,  or 
provides  oidy  for  permanent  alimony,  the  temporary  can 
then  be  awarded ;  and  whether  costs,  as  they  are  termed  in 
England,  or  money  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  suit,  can 
also  be  given.  This  question  seems  plain  on  principle;  first, 
the  authority  to  make  the  order  belongs  to  the  court  under 
the  law  imported  by  .our  forefathers  to   this   country  ;  »ec< 

1  Lanrio  r.  Idone,  9  Pnige,  234. 

'  Post,  4  -t-tli,  "The  roan  mu^  alto  compel  hlin  [iho  liDsbandl  to  devote  a  pun 
of  hiB  dailj  eBminge  to  tbe  Hmnc  objocl  [the  soiipoit  of  hia  wife  and  bmilj]  pend- 
ing  the  suit."     Cliancellor  Walwonb  id  Kirbj  v.  Kirby,  1  Paigo,  IS1,  i%2. 

*  Bnieni  c.  Bracre,  1  Cuit.  Eo  5B6,  G  Eng.  Ec  391  ;  Walker  v.  WeJker.  I 
Con.  Ec.  S6D. 

'  Parcell  v.  Purcoll,  3  Edw.  Ch.  194. 

*  Perkina  v.  Porfcina,  aW\  in  Osgood  u.  Osgood,  S  Paige,  621,  682.  And  see 
on  die  aabjerl  gcnerallj  of  Uiis  section,  Ca*on  v.  CaBon,  15  Ga.  405. 
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ondly,  if  this  were  not  so,  still  it  springs  ap  necessarily  oat 
of  the  legal  relation  of  the  parties,  and  the  condition  of  facts 
appearing  of  record  before  the  court  to  which  the  application 
is  made.  And  if  any  one  principle  of  oar  jurisprudence  is 
more  worthy  of  "commendation  than  another,  it  is,  that  the 
tribunals  may  always  be  pressed  to  action  whenever  the  case 
comes  within  established  legal  rule,  though  not  within  any 
precedent^ 

§  397  [676].  Yet  the  North  Carolina  court  decided,  that, 
as  the  statute  of  divorce  was  silent  concerning  temporary  ali- 
mony,  and  as  it  contained  no  intimation  of  an  intention  to 
establish  the  ecclesiastical  practice,  this  temporary  allowance 
could  not  be  ordered.  The  court  however  reserved  the 
further  question,  whether  it  would  give  relief  to  a  husband 
oppressively  puxsuing  his  wife,  without  means,  for  a  divorce, 
until  he  would  furnish  her  with  the  funds  necessary  for  her 
defence.^  In  Vermont,  this  matter  was  thus  summarily  dis- 
posed of :  ^^  The  statute  gives  this'  court,  which  in  applica- 
tions for  divorce  acts  as  a  court  of  law,  no  power  to  grant 
alimony,  except  after  divorce  granted."  ^  And  in  Massachu- 
setts  a  late  case  holds,  that,  until  Stat  1866,  c.  137,  §  6« 
expressly  conferred  the  authority  on  the  courts,  they  could 
not  order  this  temporary  support^ 

§  398  [676].  These  decisions  however  are  overborne,  not 
•only  by  the  judicial  reasons  involved  in  the  matter,  but  by 
.the  current  of  American  authority  also.     Thus,  temporary 


1  The  court  in  Maine  has  held,  that  the  alimony  which  is  allowed  by  a  panic- 

■  ular  statute  is  incidental  to  a  divorce;  so,  when  afaother  statute  provides  that  a 

single  judge  may  hear  questions  of  divorce,  the  result  is,  that  he  may  hear  and  pass 

•  upon  questions  of  alimony  also.    Jones  o.  Jones,  18  Maine,  308. 

3  Wilson  «.  Wilson,  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  377.    In  this  case  Mr.  Justice  Gaston  ques- 
tioned the  policy  of  allowing  temporary  alimony.    Upon  which  Chancellor  Kent 

•  observes :  *'  I  am  entirely  convinced  from  my  own  judicial  experience,  that  such  a 
.  discretion  is  properly  confided  to  the  courts."  2  Kent  Com.  99,  note.  And  by 
.  Stat.  18ft2,  c  53,  the  authority  is  now  vested  in  the  tribunals  of  North  Carolina. 
Taylor  v,  Taylor,  Jones,  N.  C.  528. 

*  Harrington  o.  Harrington,  10  Vt.  505 ;  8.  p.  Hasen  v.  Haien,  19  Vt.  603. 
«  Shannon  p.  Shannon,  2  Gray,  285.  And  see  Coffin  o.  Dunham,  8  Cnsh.  404, 405. 
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alimony  and  money  for  the  prosecution  or  defence,  —  things 
which  go  together  in  principle,  though -differing  in  name,^  — 
one  or  both,  have  been  awarded  by  the  courts  where  thet 
statutes  were  silent,^  in  New  York,^  Michigan,^  Kentucky,^ 
New  Jersey,^  Missouri,^  Georgia,^  and  Maine  ;^  and,  in  suits 


1  See  Dorsey  v,  Groodenow,  Wright,  120;  North  o.  North,  I  Barb.  Ch.  241  ; 
Coles  V.  Coles,  2  Md.  Ch.  341 ;  Tayman  v.  Tayman,  2  Md.  Ch.  393.  But  in  a 
Rhode  Island  case,  an  order  for  money  to  carry  on  the  salt  was  refused,  on  the 
ground  of  former  practice,  though  it  was  intimated  that  temporary  alimony  wai. 
allowable.  Sanford  p.-Sanford,  2  R.  I.  64.  Aoid  see  Williams  v.  Mdnroe,  18  B. 
Monr.  514. 

^  Possibly,  in  some  single  instance,  I  may  be  mistaken  in  sapposing  there  was 
no  Btacntory  provision ;  for  I  have  not  access  to  all  the  former  statutes  of  every 
State.  The  present  condition  of  the  statute  law  of  a  State  does  not  always  indicate 
what  it  was  npon  this  subject  at  a  previous  date ;  for  not  unfrequently  the  legisla^ 
tore  expressly  authorizes  the  courts  to  grant  ad  interim  alimony,  though  they  had 
before  done  the  same  thing  without  the  express  direction.  "X^t  the  statements  in 
the  text  are  substantially  correct,  I  believe  them  correct  in  every. instance. 

'  North  V.  North,  1  Barb.  Ch.  241.  This  decision  is  entitled  to  peculiar  weight, 
because  the  statute  did  provide  for  an  allowance  to  the  wife,  to  a  certain  extenl ; 
but  the  provision  was  held  not  to  take  away  the  common  law  right  where  the 
statute  was  silent.  Mix  v.  Mix,  1  Johns.  Ch.  108,  by  Chancellor  Kent.  Indeed, 
in  New  York  there  is  no  statute  in  terms  empowering  the  court  to  decree  tempo- 
zaiy  alimony,  but  it  is  provided,  that,  in  every  suit  brought  either  for 'a  ditorce  or 
separation,  the  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  require  the  husband  to  pay  any  sums 
necessary  to  enable  the  wife  to  carry  on  the  suit  during  its  pendency.  And  it  is 
the  constant  practice  there  to  decree  alimony  pendente  lite^  besides  making  the  wife 
this  allowance  for  the  expenses  of  the  suit.    2  Barb.  Ch.  Pract.  265. 

^  Story  V.  Story,  Walk.  Mich.  421.  This  decision  was  made  in  1844.  By  the 
Rev.  Stats,  of  1846,  p.  333,  power  is  given  the  court  to  require  the  husband  to  pay 
any  sums  necessary  to  carry  on  or  defend  the  suit  during  its  pendency. 

^  Fishli  17.  Fishli,  2  Litt.  337,  a.  d.  1822,  the  following  statutory  provision,  how- 
ever, being  in  force  :  "  Pending  a  suit  for  a  divorce,  the  court  may  make  such  tem- 
porary orders  relative  to  the  property  and  parties  as  they  shall  deem  equitable." 
Act  of  Jan.  Slst,  1809,  ^  8,  1  Littell  &  Swigert's  Statutes,  p.  443.  In  1831,  it  was 
made,  by  statute,  the  duty  of  the  husband  to  provide  a  support  for  the  wife  during 
the  pendency  of  the  suit,  unless  she  was  living  in  adulteiy.  Whitsell  v,  Whitsell, 
8  B.  Monr.  50. 

^  Amos  ]}.  Amos,  3  Green  Ch.  171 ;  Patterson  v,  Patterson,  1  Halst.  Ch.  389. 

7  Byaa  v.  Ryan,  9  Misso..  539.  On  examination  of  the  statute  law,  as  it  stood 
at  this  time,  and  still  remains,  it  appears  that  provision  was  made  for  permanent  ali- 
mony ;  also,  that  the  court  "may  order  any  reasonable  sum  to  be  paid  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  wife,  during  the  pendency  of  her  application  for  a  divorce."  Act  of 
March  19,  1835,  ^  5,  compare  with  act  of  Feb.  28,  1845.  Yet  in  Ryan  v,  Ryan, 
which  was  a  suit  by  the  husband,  the  defendant  wife  had  alimony  pendente  lite. 

"  McGee  v.  McGee,  10  6a.  477.  *  Farwell  v.  Farwell,  31  Maine,  591. 
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in  equity  for  alimony,  in  Virginia  ^  and  Maryland ; '  and  in 
Maryland  in  suits  for  divorce.^  The  same  allowance  has 
also  been  made  in  New  Hampshire,  at  least  to  the  extent  of 
ordering  a  sum  to  be  paid  the  wife  for  defence  against  the 
suit  of  her  husband,  on  her  showing  herself  to  have  a  good 
defence,  and  to  be  without  means> 

§  399  [576].  In  Connecticut,  the  court  observes :  "  When 
the  wife  is  respondent,  and  defends  herself  against  the  appli- 
cation of  her  husband,  the  practice  is  uniform  to  order  him 
to  provide,  in  case  of  her  inability,  funds  for  her  defence ;  but 
we  have  never  known  such  aid  to  be  furnished  her  when  she 
wsLs  the  prosecuting  party  ;  nor  has  she,  in  such  case,  though 
successful,  been  considered  as  entitled  to  recover  the  costs 
ordinarily  due  to  the  preveiiling  party."*  In  Pennsylvania, 
after  a  decree  had  been  rendered  by  the  qourt,  fixing  the 
amount  of  alimony  on  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  the 
plaintiff  moved  for  a  further  decree,  that  the  respondent  pay 
her  three  hundred  dollars,  expenses  incurred  in  prosecuting 
her  suit  The  counsel  for  the  husband  opposed  the  motion, 
on  thd  ground  that  no  such  authority  had  been  conferred  by 
statute.  The  aUowance  was  however  made  by  the  court; 
and  King,  President,  in  giving,  the  opinion,  said :  ^^  On  gen- 
eral principles,  independent  of  the  statute,  I  am  convinced 
that  the  husband,  plaintiff  or  defendant,  is  obliged  to  pay  the 
expenses  incurred  by  his  wife  in  prosecuting  or  defending  a 

1  Parcell  v.  Paicell,  4  Hen.  &  Mnnf.  507. 

*  Wright's  case,  1  Bland.  101,  note.  This  suit  was  decided  in  1780;  and  the 
wife  had,  for  her  temporary  aliment,  one  hundred  pounds  oftobacoo  per  month. 

*  Ricketts  v,  Ricketts,  4  Gill,  105;  Daiger  v.  Daiger,  2  Md.  Ch.  a35;  Tayman 
V,  Tayman,  2  Md.  Ch.  893 ;  Coles  v.  Coles,  2  Md.  Ch.  341.  See  Stat.  1841,  c 
262,  which  provides  for  permanent  alimony  only. 

*  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  9  N.  H.  809,  819 ;  Qnincy  o.  Qnincy,  10  N.  H.  272.  In 
a  later  New  Hampshire  case,  it  was  however  observed  by  Bastman,  J. :  "  Under 
onr  statutes  fixing  the  causes  and  prescribing  the  proceedings  for  divorce,  it  has 
not  been  the  practice  of  the  court  to  allow  costs,  as  such,  to  either  party,  except 
partially  in  some  mstancee  by  interlocutory  orders.  If  the  wife  is  the  libellant,  and 
prevails,  her  expenses  are  usually  considered  in  awarding  her  alimony."  Monis 
o.  Palmer,  89  N.  H.  128, 128. 

*  Shelton  v.  Pendleton,  18  Conn.  417. 
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divorce ;  and  certainly  he  is  so  obliged  when,  as  here,  she  has 
established  her  claim  to  it.  It  is  an  incidental  authority  to 
the  power  given  this  court  to  decree  a  divorce.  Without  it, 
in  many  cases,  the  wife  being  in  poverty  must  fail  in  a  just 
suit  instituted  by  her,  or  be  defeated  in  an  unjust  one  prose- 
cnted  by  her  husband  against  her."  ^  And  the  doctrine  of 
allowing  temporary  alimony  is  fully  approved  in  this  State.^ 

§  400  [677].  The  principle  is,  as  we  have  seen,'^  that  the 
wife's  right  to  alimony  pendente  lite^  and  to  money  to  carry 
on  the  suit,  to  be  paid  by  the  husband,  grows  out  of  the  na- 
ture of  the  proceeding.  It  can  therefore  make  no  difference, 
whether  the  court  is  one  of  law  or  of  equity  ;  but,  as  in  the 
United  States  the  equity  tribunals  have  more  generally  this 
jurisdiction,  the  question  has  more  frequently  arisen  in  them. 
Indeed  seldom,  in  legal  proceedings,  do  rights  depend  upon 
the  judic>atory,  provided  it  has  power  over  the  subject-matter ; 
for  what  is  lawful  and  just  before  one  set  of  judges  must  be 
so  before  another.  And  in  the  Georgia  tribunal,  which  hears 
divorce  causes  as  one  of  law,  not  of  equity,  Nisbet,  J.,  in  a 
luminous  opfnion,  observed  :  *^  Alimony  pendente  lite  is  a.com- 
mon  law  right.  It  wa«  an  established  right- in  England  when 
we  adopted  the  common  law.  It  is  no  less  a  common  law 
right  because  it  grew  up  under  the  usages  of  the  Ecclesiasti- 
cal Court.  "What  becomes  of  that  right  in  Georgia  ?  The 
common  law  which  guarantees  it,  has  not  been  repealed.  It 
is  suited  to  our  condition,  and  in  harmony  with  our  institu- 
tions. We  have  no  ecclesiastical  court  The  jurisdiction, 
which  in  England  belonged  to  that  court,  has  been  trans- 
ferred here,  by  statute,  to  the  superior  courts,  and  the  manner 
of  exercising  it  pointed  out.  Upon  the  subject  of  temporary 
alimony,  however,  our  statutes  are  silent.  Under  this  state 
of  the  facts,  I  repeat  the  question,  what  becomes  of  the  right  ? 


^  Meliset  v.  Melizet,  1  Parsons,  78.  And  see  Botler  v.  Bntler,  ib.  3S9.  See 
also  the  Alabama  cases  of  Richardson  v.  Richardson,  4  Port.  467,  480,  and  Harris 
V.  Daris,  1  Ala.  S59. 

*  Graves  v.  Cole,  7  Harris,  Pa.  171.  '  Ante,  4  869,  374,  884-^86,  896. 
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Is  it  a  right  without  a  remedy  ?  Or  rather,  are  not  the  supe- 
rior courts  bound  to  enforce  it  as  much  as  any  other  provision 
of  the  common  law  ?  By  transferring  the  jurisdiction  over 
divorces  to  those  courts,  was  it  not  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature that  that  jurisdiction  should  be  exercised,  except  so  far 
as  the  manner  of  its  exercise  is  specially  prescribed,  and  ex- 
cept so  far  as  the  common  law  is  in  conflict  with  the  laws  of 
Georgia,  and  the  genius  of  her  institutions,  according  to  the 
common  law  ?  We  think  it  was ;  and  that,  with  the  power 
to  grant  divorces,  passed  the  power  to  enforce  the  common 
law  which  gives  to  the  wife  temporary  alimony.  This  conclu- 
sion becomes  irresistible  when  we  reflect,  that,  if  the  Superior 
Court  cannot  make  the  provision,  it  cannot  be  made  at  all."  ^ 

§  401  [578].  The  allotment  of  temporary  alimony  is  really 
for  the  benefit  as  well  of  the  husband  as  the  wife,  especiaUy 
in  those  cases  where  he  is  the  guilty  party.  If  no  such  allot- 
ment has  been  made,  he  is  liable,  at  law,  for  necessaries 
furnished  her  during  the  pendency  of  her  suit  for  divorce,  the 
same  as  though  it  was  not  pending.^  Liable  likewise  is  he, 
if  he  has  not  paid  the  alimony  decreed ;  ^  and  w*here,  in  con- 
sequence of  his  neglect  to  pay,  he  has  been  compelled  to 


1  McGee  v.  McGee,  10  Ga.  477,  485. 

*  Eeegan  v.  Smith,  5  B.  &  C.  375 ;  Sykes  v.  Halstead,  I  Sandf.  483 ;  Canning- 
ham  V.  Irwin,  7  S.  &.  R.  247.  If  the  parties  are  living  apart,  whether  with  or 
without  an  agreement  to  do  ao,  and  her  suit  against  him  for  his  alleged  desertion 
is  pending,  her  offer,  made  in  good  faith,  to  letam  to  him,  will  be  presumed  to  in- 
clude an  ofier  also  to  withdraw  the  suit  for  divorce ;  and  will,  moreover,  without 
resorting  to  the  desertion  alleged  therein,  be  sufficient  to  chaige  him  with  necessa- 
ries furnished  her  by  a  third  person.    Cunningham  v.  Irwin,  7  S.  ft  B.  247. 

*  Hunt  V.  De  Blaquiere,  5  Bing.  550 ;  Keegan  v.  Smith,  supra.  The  same  rule 
applies  where  an  allowance  made  in  a  deed  of  separation  is  not  paid.  Nurse  v. 
Craig,  5  B.  ft  P.  148 ;  Burrett  v.  Booty,  8  Taunt.  343 ;  Miller  v.  Miller,  Saxton, 
386,  392.  But  where  the  parlies  are  living  separate,  without  deed  or  sentence  of 
court,  the  husband  will  not  be  relieved  from  his  liability  for  necessaries  furnished 
her  by  third  persons,  in  consequence  of  paying  her  an'allowance  voluntarily ;  un- 
less it  is  adequate,  of  which  the  jury  are  to  judge.  The  mere  acquiescence  of  the 
wife  will  not  establish  its  adequacy.  Hodgkinson  v.  Fletcher,  4  Camp.  70 ;  Will- 
son  V.  Smyth,  1  B  ft  Ad.  801 ;  Baker  v.  Barney,  8  Johns.  72.  But  see  Vol.  I. 
\  580.    See  also  Fenner  v.  Lewis,  l(f  Johns.  38. 
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disulmrge  debls  contracted  by  her,  his  only  remedy  is  fo  apply 
for  a  reduction  of  the  alimony.'  But  if  he  has  regularly  paid 
it,  he  is  relieved  from  all  further  reBponsibility.*  Yet  even 
then,  if  the  debt  were  properly  contracted  during  the  pen- 
dency of  the  suit,  but  before  the  decree  of  temporary  alimony, 
he  would  still  be  obliged  to  discharge  it,  although  the  decree 
should  direct  the  alimony  to  commence  from  a  date  previous 
to  the  lime  when  it  was  contracted  ;  for  the  rights  of  third 
persons,  already  accrued,  caanot  be  taken  away  by  proceed- 
ingB  to  which  they  are  not  parties.^ 

§  402  [579].  We  have  seen,  that  this  right  to  temporary 
alimony  grows  out  of  the  marriage  relation,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances in  which  the  parties  litigant  are  placed.  There- 
fore, as  also  we  have  seen,*  the  allowance  cannot  be  made 
until  a  fact  of  marriage  has  been  either  admitted  or  proved. 
But  the  marriage  need  not  be  legal  and  valid ;  for,  though 
it  is  void  in  law,  yet  if  it  has  operated  practically  upon  the 
property  righle,  the  same  as  though  it  were  valid,  the  same 
reason  exists  for  making  the  temporary  provision.  Suppose, 
for  instance,  a  woman  of  wealth  has  married  a  poor  man, 
making  him  wealthy  ;  and  finds  herself,  considered  separate 
from  her  husband,  poor.  Yet  suppose  she  has  learned,  that 
this  man  has  already  another  wife  living,  and  so  the  marriage 
is  void.  She  may  indeed  treat  it  as  void  without  a  judicial 
sentence ;  yet  suppose,  that,  instead  of  this,  she  brings  her 


'  De  BlBt|niei«  cDe  Blaqniero,  3  Bag,  Ee.  332,  5  Eng.  Ec,  126,  128.  And  see 
post,  t  *25,  ta9-t34 ;  Haouock  v.  Merrick,  10  Cosh,  *l. 

"  Willson  V.  Smjih.  I  B.  &  Ad.  801 ;  Banoctl  i-.  Stokes,  !  MiaiO.  69 ;  Brisco  v. 
Brianr,  a  Hag.  Cou.  199.  In  ihH  case  lael  cited,  where  ihu  coudnct  of  tUewifo  had 
beeo  bad,  Lord  Swwell  obBervod  :  "  Under  all  these  elrtnmBlMiceB,  where  enoc- 
mooB  oxpeDBia  an;  thrown  Qpoii  tha  himband  in  BTcry  mode  to  wWch  fetnnJe  fx- 
travBganco  con  apply  it«oif,  if  the  court  did  not  fcel  thai  by  onlering  alimooy  it  was 
moal  consulting  the  protaction  of  the  hasband,  it  would  "hardly  be  disposed  10  allot 
any  alimony  at  all.  Under  all  conaiderationa,  howorer,  tlio  court  allots  the  sum  of 
SOW.  per  annom,  in  addition  W  the  anra  of  200i.  per  annnra  pin  money."  And  we 
1  Fnu.  Dom.  Hcl.  441. 

»  Keegon  v.  Smith,  S  B.  &  C,  375 ;  2  Brigbt.  Hna.  &  Wife,  19. 

■  Ante,  t  386. 
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suit  against  the  man  to  have  it  decreed  null.  Her  property 
is  practically  in  his  hands,  though  in  point  of  law  she  retains 
the  title.  But  since  she  has  elected  to  let  the  court  settle  the 
question  of  nullity  in  a  direct  proceeding  for  this  purpose,  she 
has  the  same  claim  upon  the  court  to  have  appropriated  to 
her  so  much  of  this  property  as  her  necessities  demand  while 
the  suit  is  going  on,  as  though  she  alleged  the  marriage  to  be 
valid,  and  sought  its  dissolution  for  a  cause  occurring  subse- 
quently  to  the  nuptials.  In  like  manner,  where  the  man  seeks 
to  establish  the  niillity  of  his  marriage  on  the  allegation  that 
the  woman  has  a  former  husband  living,  she  may  have  ali- 
mony pending  the  suit,  and  money  to  defend.  This  question 
having  arisen  before  Sir  George  Lee,  he  observed  :  '^  The  man 
by  his  suit  admitted,  that  he  was  married  to  her  de  facto ; 
and  it  was  alleged  and  not  denied,  that  he  had  lived  with  her 
as  his  wife  for  many  years,  and  had  eight  children  by  her ; 
and,  under  that  marriage,  he  had  a  right  jv/re  marUi  to  pos- 
sess himself  of  whatever  she  had,  and  must  be  supposed  to 
have  done  so,  and  consequently  she  could  have  no  money  of 
her  own  to  defend  herself  against  his  suit.  I  must  presume, 
till  the  contrary  appears  in  evidence,  that  she  was  his  wife  de 
jure,  as  well  as  de  facto  ;  for  otherwise  she  must  be  guilty  of 
bigamy,  and  is  a  felon ;  but  the  law  presumes,  on  the  con- 
trary, everybody  to  be  innocent  till  they  are  proved  guilty."^ 
The  practice  here  indicated  has  prevailed  ever  since  this  deci- 
sion, and  it  applies  both  to  temporary  alimony  and  to  money 
to  defray  the  wife's  expenses  in  the  cause.^ 


^  Bird  i\  Bird,  1  Lee,  209,  5  Eng.  Ec.  366. 

>  Miles  V.  Ciiilton,  I  Robertson,  684,  693;  North  v.  North,  I  Barfo.  Ch.  241. 
And  this  is  so,  even  thoagh  it  is  alleged  that  the  marriage  was  brought  abont  by 
the  fraadalent  practices  of  the  supposed  wife,  and  thoagh  the  costs  of  the  snit  may 
ultimately  be  awarded  against  her.  Portsmouth  v,  Portsmouth,  8  Add.  Ec.  63,  S 
Eng.  Ec.  428.  The  Qeorria  court  decided  the  other  way  in  Roseberry  v.  Rose- 
berry,  17  Ga.  139;  but,  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Frith  v.  Frith,  18  Gra.  273,  the 
judge  said,  the  court,  "  went  too  far  "  in  the  former  case,  and  I  presume  the  former 
is  intended  to  be  thereby  overruled.  Indeed  Frith  v.  Frith  directly  decides,  that, 
when  the  husband  seeks  a  decree  of  nullity  against  the  wife  on  the  ground  of 
the  marriage  having  been  brought  about  by  her  fraud,  she  may  have  temporary 
alimony. 
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§403  [579],  Chancellor  Walworth,  however,  has  intimated 
an  exception  to  this  rule ;  being  the  very  case  put  by  way  of 
illustrating  it,  in  the  opening  periods  of  the  last  section ;  name- 
ly, that,  where  the  woman  is  plaintiff  in  a  suit  for  nullity,  her 
own  allegation  of  the  defect  in  the  nfiarriage  will  be  taken 
against  her  as  true,  when  she  applies  for  temporary  alimony 
and  money  to  prosecute  the  suit,  wherefore  she  will  not  then 
be  entitled  to  the  allowance.*  But  on  principle,  though  un- 
doubtedly she  must  be  bound  by  her  allegation,*  we  saw  in 
the  last  section,  that,  even  when  the  marriage  is  void,  she 
should  still  have  her  temporary  alimony.  A  fortiori^  when 
it  is  voidable,  as  fqr  impotence,  her  allegation  shows  pre- 
cisely the  same  foundation  for  alimony  as  if  it  were  originally 
without  defect ;  namely,  that  all  her  property  has  lawfully 
vested  in  the  husband,  and  that  he  has  become  entitled 
to  receive  her  earnings.  If  indeed,  in  the  case  of  a  void 
marriage,  the  parties  had  held  themselves  out  as  husband 
and  wife  merely  for  purposes  of  their  own,  the  marriage  not 
having  operated  practically  on  their  mutual  property  rights, 
the  reason  for  giving  alimony  would  not  exist,  and  it  should 
not  be  allowed.* 

§  404  [580].  There  is  a  New  York  case,  in  which  the 
wife,  in  her  bill  for  divorce  from  bed  and  board  for  the  hus- 
band's cruelty,  alleged  a  marriage  in  time  and  place,  and 
swore  to  the  bill;  the  linsband,  in  his  answer,  sworn  to  also, 
denied  the  marriage,  but  did  not  deny  the  cohabitation; 
whereupon  Vice- Chancellor  McCoun  made  the  allowance  of 
temporary  alimony,  and  of  money  to  carry  on  the  suit,  ob- 
serving :  "  A  novel  question  is  presented  here.    Although  the 


1  North  V.  North,  I  Btrfo. Ch.  241.  So  ioi  BiirClett  v.'BArUett,  dtake,  460,  it wu 
held,  that,  in  a  Diiit  by  the  wife  for  a  divorce  becaose  of  tfie  husband's  alleged  impo- 
tence, she  could  not  have  an  allowance  of  money  for  carrying  on  the  suit.  The  de- 
cision appears  to  have  been  based  chiefly  upon  the  statute ;  yet,  even  in  thb  view,  there 
is  certainly  room  to  question  its  harmony  with  principles  elsewhere  established. 

«  Vol.  I.  §  117. 

'  Browne  v.  Bums,  5  Scotch  Sess.Cas.  k.  8.  1288;  Campbell  v.  Sassen,  2  Wil- 
son &  Shaw,  809. 
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defendant  denies  a  marriage  de  facto^  he  has  not  denied  the 
cohabitation,  or  living  together,  nor  the  great  cruelty  set 
forth  in  the  bill.'  At  this  stage  of  the  suit,  I  do  not  think  the 
plea  Bufficietat  to  prevent  the  granting  of  the  application.  In 
Smyth  V,  Smyth,  2  Addams,  254,  the  court  in  effect  granted 
temporary  alimony,  where  in  point  of  form  it  could  not  allot 
it  to  the  wife  until  the  fact  of  marriage  was  either  proved 
or  confesised  by  the  husband."^  In  the  case  of  Smyth  v. 
Smyth,  the  facts  were,  that  the  libel  as  reformed  was  admit- 
ted on  the  day  immediately  preceding  a  long  vacation ;  and 
the  court,  being  asked  for  alimony,  said  the, allotment  could 
not  be  made  in  form,  because  neither  the  marriage  had  been 
shown,  nor  the  husband's  faculties  established ;  yet  recom- 
Inended  the  husband  in  effect  to  aliment  the  wife,  in  propor- 
tion to  his  means,  during'  this  vacation,  ^^  intimating,  that  it 
should  take  this  into  the  account,  when,  in  the  progress  of 
the  suit,  alimony  pendente  lite  came  to  be  regularly  allotted, 
if  its  recommendation  were  not  complied  with."  ' 

• 

§  405  [580  a].  If  we  look  again  at  the  principle  on  which 
this  temporary  allowance  is  made,  we  shall  see  the  exact 
statement  of  the  case  to  be,  that,  before  the  making  of  the 
allowance,  the  judge  should  be  satisfied,  either  from  testi- 
mony taken  or  from  the  admissions  of  the  parties,  of  such 
terms  and  relations  practically  existing  between  them,  in 
respect  of  their  pecuniary  affairs,  as  ordinarily  exist  between 
married  persons.  K  these  terms  and  relations  do  exist,  then 
the  allowance  out  of  the  common  fund  is  to  be  made  to  the 
wife,  equally  whether  she  is  wife  de  jure ;  or,  till  the  suit  is 
determined,  is  merely  wife  de  facAo^  to  cease,  on  its  termina- 
tion, to  be  wife  at  all. 

§  406  [581].   The  ad  interim  alimony  and  money  to  sus- 

«  !■  ■  ■  I 

1  Smith  V.  Smith,  I  Edw.  Ch.  S55. 

*  Smyth  V.  Smyth,  2  Add.  £c.  254,  2  Eng.  Ec.  293.    See  obsenratioiiB  of  Dr. 
Luhingtoii  on  this  caae,  in  Miles  v.  Chilton,  I  Bobertson,  684,  698.    See  also 
Dnrant  v.  Dnnmt,  1  Hag.  Ec.  528,  3  Eog.  Be.  231 ;  Eraser  v.  Eraser,  Poyntar 
Har.  &  Div.  248,  note. 
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tain  the  expenses  are  given,  not  as  of  strict  right  in  the  wife, 
but  of  sound  discretion  in  the  court^  Yet  the  discretion  is 
a  judicial,  not  an  arbitrary,  one.^  And  when  a  case  is  brought 
within  the  principles  recognized  as  entitling  the  wife  to  the 
allowance,  the  allowance  follows  pretty  much  as  of  course, 
without  inquiry  into  the  merits  of  the  case.*  If,  for  example, 
she  is  plaintiff,  it  is  no  objection  that  the  husband  denies  her 
charges  under  oath;^  or,  if  she  is  defendant,  that  he  has 
recovered,  in  an  action  of  criminal  conversation,  a  verdict 
against  the  alleged  paramour.^  Even  where,  in  the  divorce 
suit  against  her,  the  jury  on  a  feigned  issue  have  found  a 
verdict  in  his  favor,  the  alimony  still  continues  down  to  the 
time  of  the  final  decree.^  But  the  pleadings  which  she  her- 
self presents  must  show  merits  ;7  and,  if  her  bill  is.in  form 
or  substance  sufficiently  defective  to  be  bad  on  demurrer,  as 
where  she  sues  in  her  own  name  when  she  should  sue  by 
her  next  friend,  she  cannot  —  so  it  was  held  in  the  former 
New  York  Court  of  Chancery  —  have  the  allowance.*  In 
one  case,  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  being 
raised  by  the  defendant  husband  on  demurrer,  the  judge 
would  not  order  him  to  pay  her  a  sum  for  carrying  on  the 
suit  until  this  question  should  be  settled;  but,  it  further 


1  Jones  V.  Jones,  2  Barb.  Ch.  146 ;  Mix  v.  Mix,  1  Johns.  Ch.  108 ;  1  Fras.  Dom 
Rel.  441 ;  Swearingon  v,  Sweaxingen,  19  Ght.  S65. 

>  Cooke  V.  Ck>oke,  2  Phillim.  40, 1  Eng.  Ec.  178. 

'  Wright  V.  Wright,  I  Edw.  Ch. 62 ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  supra;  Hammond  v.  Ham- 
mood,  Clarke,  151 ;  Methvin  v,  Methvin,  15  Ga.  97  ;  Daiger  v.  Daiger,  2  Md.  Ch. 
SS5 ;  Coles  v.  Coles,  2  Md.  <Ch.  341. 

*  McGee  v.  McGee,  10  Ga.  477,  489 ;  Hammond  v.  Hammond,  supra. 

ft  Williams  v,  Williams,  S  Barb.  Ch.  628. 

^  Stanford  o.  Stanford,  1  Edw.  Ch.  317  ;  Germond  t;.  Germond,  1  Paige,  83. 

^  Worden  v.  Worden,  3  Edw.  Ch.  387 ;  Ballentine  v.  Ballentine,  1  Halst.  Ch. 
471 ;  Jones  o.  Jones,  supra;  Browne  p.  Bums,  5  Sootch  Sess.  Cas.  v.  8. 1288. 
See  post,  \  423. 

"  Rose  V.  Hose,  11  Paige,  166 ;  Wood  v.  Wood,  2  Paige,  454 ;  8.  o.  decided  on 
appeal  in  the  Court  of  Errors,  8  Wend.  357.  The  Yice-Chanoellor  granted  tem- 
porary alimony,  notwithstanding  the  husband  had  appealed  to  the  Chancellor  from 
an  order  allowing  the  su£9ciency  of  the  next  fnend.  Robertson  v.  Robertson, 
1  Edw.  Ch.  360.  See  also  D'Arusmont  v,  D'Arusmont,  14  Law  Reporter,  311, 
8  West.  Law  Jour.  548.  And  see  ante,  §  402.  But  see,  as  perhaps  yariant  from 
the  doctrine  of  the  text.  Coles  v.  Coles,  2  Md.  Ch.  341. 

[827] 


^407  AOOOMPA^IMBNTS  OF  MAIN  I88UB.  [BOOK  V, 

appearing  that,  if  the  bill  should  not  be  sustained  as  a  bill 
for  divorce,  the  court  would  still  have  jurisdiction  over  it  for 
the  purpose  of  providing  for  the  suitaBle  support  of  the  wife 
and  children  out  of  the  husband's  *  estate,  pursuant  to  a 
statutory. provision,^  interim  alimony  was  granted.'  Drunk- 
enness in  the  plaintiff  wife  will  not  of  itself  take  away  her 
right  to  an  advance  of  money  to  carry  on  her  suit,  and  tem- 
porary alimony.  But  the  court,  before  giving  her  the  ali- 
mony, will  take  care  it.  shall  not  be  misapplied.^ 

§407  [581 «].  Some  recent  cases,  however,*  seem  to  qualify 
a  part  of  the  doctrine  of  the  last  section;  though,  it  is  sub-  . 
mitted,  the  part  thus  apparently  qualified  ought  to  stand  as 
there  seated.  Thus  the  New  Jersey  court  seems  to  have 
looked  into  the  case,  on  affidavits  concerning  its  merits,  in 
respect  of  the  matter  of  alimony  pendente  lite  and  counsel 
fees.'  In  another  New  Jersey  ca^e,  the  defendant  husband 
had  been  declared  in  another  proceeding  a  lunatic,  and  the 
wife  then  applied  for  the  temporary  alimony.  The  learned 
Chancellor  rejected  the  application,  saying :  ^<  I  think  it  would 
be  iojiproper  to  make  the  brder.  It  would  be  made  against  a 
party  who  has  been  declared  a.  lunatic  by  this  court.  The 
order  implies  a  default  and  neglect  of  a  moral  obligation 
on  the  part  of  the  dJBfendant  This  ought  not  to  be  imputed 
to  a  lunatic.  The  embarrassment  in  enforcing  such  an  order 
is  also  an  objection  to  making  it""*  As  to  the  former  of 
these  two  adjudications,  let  us  observe,  that,  not  only  is  the 
receiving  of  affidavits  concerning  the  merits  of  a  cause  con- 
trary to  the  general  practice,^  but  the  practice,  if  established, 
will  require  the  court  substantially  to  pass  tvtrice  on  the  same 
question,  contrary  to  the  usual  course  of  things,  and  will 
thereby  unnecessarily  burden  both  the  wife  and  the  court, 


1  Mix  V.  Mix,  1  Johns.  Ch.  108;  see  Tnrrel  v,  Turrel,  2  Johnji.  Ch.  891 ;  Ex 
parte  King,  27  Ala.  387. 

*  Saandera  v.  Saunders,  2  Edw.  Ch.  491. 

*  Dooghertj  v,  Doagherty,  4  Hals(.  Ch.  540 ;  see  aUo  Martin  t;.  Martin,  4  Halst 
Ch.  563 ;  post,  §  409,  note.  • 

*  McEwen  v.  McEwen,  2  Stock.  286.  *  Ante,  §  406;  post,  §  42S. 
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while  it  will  delay  the  supply  of  her  needs  unduly.  As  to 
the  other  matter,  if  a  jproceeding  is  carried  on  at  all  against 
a  lunatic,  no  reason  appears  why  his  property,  if  he  has 
property,  (should  not  as  well  pay  the  expenses,  as  well  sup- 
port the  wife  also,  as  though  he  were  not  a  lunatic ;  and  the 
person  who  has  it  in  possession  should  be  directed  to  dis* 
burse.  If,  however,  in  any  case  the  court  has  suspicion  that 
the  wife  is  not  herself  directing  her  cause,  but  that  it  is 
carried  on  by  others  without  her  direction,  very  important  is 
it  for  this  matter  to  be  determined  before  an  order  is  made 
for  the  temporary  alimony.* 

• 

§  408  [682].  The  former  court  of  chancery  in  New  York 
refused  to  the  defendant  wife  her  advance  to  defend  the  suit, 
and  her  temporary  alimony,  until  her  answer  had  disclosed 
the  nature  of  her  defence.^  And  when  it  consisted  in  a 
denial  of  the  adultery  charged,  she  was  required  to  make 
oath  to  it,  in  order  to  obtain  this  allowance ;  though  she  was 
not,  for  any  other  purpose,  obliged  to  answer  under  oath. 
But  when  she  answered  under  oath,  the  answer  was  held  to 
be,  for  the  purposes  of  the  application,  conclusive.^  Yet 
since  a  wife  might  successfully  resist  the  suit  without  deny- 
ing her  guilt;  as,  by  showing,* in  recrimination,  that  her 
husband  was  guilty  also;  if  she  set  up  such  a  special  de- 
fence upon  her  information  and  belief,  she,  of  course,  could 
not  give  it  the  weight  of  her  own  affidavit,  but  it  seems  she 
must  support  it  by  affidavits  of  witnesses,  before  she^  could 
have  the  allowance.^  The  legal  propriety  of  requiring  the 
answer  on  oath,  and  the  affidavits  of  witnesses,  is  matter  for 
consideration  a  little  further  on.^ 

# 

§  409  [583].  Moreover,  in  New  York,  a  distinction  in  this 
question  was  taken  between  bills  for  the  dissolution  of  the 


^  8woaring«n  v.  Swearingen,  19  Ga.  26ft. 

^  LewiB  V.  Lewis,  3  Johns.  Ch.  519 ;  s.  p.  Allen  v.  Allen,  Hemp.  58. 
>  WiUiams  v.  WUliams,  3  Barb.  Cfa.  628;  Osgood  r.  Osgood,  2  Paige,  621 ; 
Wood  r.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108 ;  ante,  §  406. 
*  Osgood  9.  Osgood,  supra.  *  Post,  S  423. 
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marriage^  and  bills  for.  a  separation  from  bed  and  board. 
Thus,  while  in  a  suit  for  the  dissolutiop  of  the  marriage  the 
wife  was  entitled  to  her  allowance  as  of  course,  if  she  had 
properly  set  fodrth  upon  her  oath  a  legal  ground  of  action  or 
defence;  yet,  in  suits- for  a  separation  only,  if  the  parties  had 
severally  presented,  each  upoa  oath,  a  good  case,  and  a  strong 
impression  was  on  the  whole  left  in  the  mind  of  the  court 
that  the  husband  was  the  more  injured  one,  the  wife  could 
not  have  the  allowance  ualess  she  further  satisfied  the  -court 
of  the  mmts  of  her  eause.^  This  modifiksaticHi  of  doctrine^, 
in  their  application  to  the  divorce  suit  from  bed  and  board, 
is  not  quite  in  harmony  with  what  is  held  in  England,  and 
generally  in  .the  other  American  States*^  The  New  York 
rule  was*  drawii^  from  the  peculiar  legislation  of  the  State, 
whieh  provided,  that  the; suit  by  the  wife  for  separation,  un- 
like the  suit  for  a  dissolution  of  the  marriage,  should  be 
brought  through  a  responsible  *  person  as  her  next  friend,' 
who  should  be  answerable  to  the  defendant  for  the  costs  be 
might  be  put  to  by  the  commencement  and  prosecution  of  it, 
if  it  should  eventually  be  found  to  have  been  instituted  with- 
out sufficient  reason^  And  a  needless  burden  would  be  cast 
on  the  husband  if  he  were  compelled  to'  advance  money  to 
the  next  friend,  who  must  ultimately  refund  it  with  interest^ 
But  the  new  Oode  of  procedure  in  this  State  at  first  author- 
ized the  wife  to  sue  for  the  limited,  as  for  the  full,  divorce,  in 
her  own  name  alone ;  yet  it  was  afterward  amended,  and  a 
next  firiend  became  requisite,  whether  she  was  suing  or  de- 
fending, and  whether  the. divorce  sought  was  from  bed  and 
board  or  from  the  bond  of  matrimony.^    Afterward  the  Code 


l»BiB8ell  V.  Bissell,  1  Barb.  4S0.  And  see  Worden  9.  Worden,  3  Edw.  Ch. 
387 ;  Hollerman  r.  Hollcnnaii,  1  Barb.  j54.  And  oompare  with  Osgood  v^  Osgood, 
32  Paige,  621.  See  also  Jones  v.  Jones,  2  Barb.  Ch.  146;  Snyder  v,  Snjder, 
8  Barb.  621,624. 

*  See  Portamoath  v,  Portsmouth,  1  Add.  £c.  68,  2  Eng.  £c.  428. 

*  See  ante,  f  302-304. 

^  Chanoellpr  Walworth  in  Jones  v.  Jones,  sapia;  Laniie  0.  Laorie,  9  Paige, 
234. 

«  Shore  r.  Shore,  2  Sandf.  714,  8  N.  Y.  Legal  Observer,  166 ;  Meldora  v,  Mal- 
dora,  4  Sandf.  721 ;  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  18  Barb.  149 1  Yoorhifis  N.  Y.  Code,  id 
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was  again. altered,  and  a  next  friend  became  in  none  of  these 
oases  necessary.  Whether  there  has  been  another  alteration 
still,  the  author  does  not  deem  it  worth  his  while  to  examine, 
or  eocnmber  fhese  pages  with  stating.^ 

§  410  [584].  Where  the  wife's  bill  for  divorce  is  taken  pro 
confesso  against  her  husband,  she  may  have  a  reasonable 
counsel  fee  taxed  in  her  costs,  as  well  as  ad  interim  alimony.^ 
But  where  she  is  defendant,  and  suflers  the  bill  to  be  taken 
pro  confesso  against  her,  she  is  not  entitled  to  costs,  even 
though  the  bill  is  dismissed  for  want  of  proof,  and  she  can- 
not have  an.  allowance  of  money  to  defend  the  suit;  for,  as 
against  her,  the  husband's  allegations  must  be  deemed  true ; 
and  all  further  inquiry  is  merely  to  satisfy  the  court  of  just 
cause  existing,  and  no  collusion.^ 


ed.  ^  114,  and  notes,  4th  ed.  p.  101.  See  also  Wood  v.  Wood,  8  Wend.  357.  It 
is  the  practice,  sometimes  at  least,  in '  Ohio,  for  the  wife,  on  asking  alimony,  to 
bring  in  affidavits  of  witnesses  taken  on  notice,  showing  a  yrimd  Jade  case.  £d- 
wiu:ds  V.  Edwards,  Wright,  80S;  Wooley  p,  Wooley,  Wright,  245;  D'Amsmont 
V.  D'Arosmont,  8  West.  Law  Joor.  548,  14  Law  Reporter,  811.  Mr.  Page  sajs  : 
"  In  Ohio,  the  application  for  temporary  alimony  is  generally  founded  on  a  motion 
to  the  conrt.  Reasonable  notice  of  the  motion  is  given  to  the  husband,  and  affida- 
vits are  presented  to  show  the  fact  of  marriage,  the  separation,  the  cause  of  the 
application,  and  the. condition. pf  the  husband  in  life.  These  affidavits  are  also 
taken  upon  notice."  Page  on  Div.  270,  referring  to  the  aboveK^ited  cases  from 
Wright,  and  to  Martin  v.  Martin,  Wright,  104,  I  will  observe  in  passing,  —  it 
not  being  ay  intention  to  go  into  the  qnestbn  of  practice  here, —that  this  method 
can  hudly  W  taken  with  safety  as  ft  guide  elsewhere.  See.  also  Slack  v.  Slack, 
Dudley,  Ga.  165;  McQee  v.  McQee,  10  6a.  477;  Wright  v,  Wright,  8  Texas, 
168;  Longfellow  r.  Longfellow,  Clarke,  344 ;  ante,  ^  487  ;  post,  f  423,  &c. 

^  The  second  edition  of  this  woric  contained  a  statement  of  the  first  provision  of 
U|&  QoAe,  and.of  ^be  i^ext  subsequent  alteration.  When  the  third  edition  was  be< 
ing  prepared,  no  reported  cases  presented;  themfclves  showing  a  further  alteration ; 
so  the  section  was  printed  in  tlie  third  edition  as  it  stood  in  the  second.  But  a 
legal  gentleman  of  New  York  kindly  pointed  out  to  me,  when  too  late  to  make 
the  ooviection,  that  I  had  (niled  t»  give  the  law  as  it  stood  last  amended.  This  in- 
stance illustrates  both  the,  folly  an4  the  us^les^ness  ,of.  attempting,  in  a  legal  work 
intended  for  circulation  in  all  the  States,  to  keep  pace  with  the  fluctuating  statutes. 
Either  the  author  will  succeed  in  such  an  attempt,  or  he  will  not :  if  he  succeeds, 
his  page  will  become  so  loaded  with  such  matters  that  every  practitioner  will  tntn 
horn  it  to  his  own  statate  books ;  if  he  fldJs,  his  attempt  is  ajbrtiori  useless. 

*  Graves  v.  Graves,  2  Paige,  62. 

*  Perry  d.  PenT,  2  Barb.  Ch.  286.  And  see  Graves  v.  Graves,  supra ;  ante,  \ 
286,406. 
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§  411  [685].  Where,  in  New  York,  the  haBbaodhas  made, 
under  an  order  of  Court,  an  advance  o^  funds  to  the  wife  to 
carry  on  her  suit,  if  she  prevails,  her  taxed  bill  of  costs  against 
him  is  to  be  reduced  by  deducting  therefrom  tne  amount  of 
the  allowance  thus  made  her,  less  the  reasonable  sum  which 
she  may  have  paid  for  counsel  fees  and  other  expenses  not 
covered  by  the  taxed  bill.^  This  equitable  rule  prevents  the 
wife  from  making  any  speculation  out  of  the  advance.  The 
general  doctrine  is,  that  the  husband  is  to  pay  the  wife,  be- 
sides the  temporary  alimony,  her  actual  and  reasonable  ex- 
penses in  the  suit,  but  no  more.  And  it  was  admirably  laid 
down  in  a  Scotch  case,  that  "  the  taxation  of  the  accounts 
must  be  as  between  agent  and  client,  with  this  material 
qualification,  that  the  agent  is  to  be  held  as  acting  without 
special  instructions,  and  therefore  liable  for  the  propriety  and 
reasonableness  of  his  proceedings."^  If  a  wife,  wantonly 
and  without  probable  cause,  introduces  into  her  pleadings 
matter  she  cannot  prove,  this  may  be  ground  for  disallowing 
her  claim  in  part,  though  she  succeeds  in  her  suit;  but  the 
mere  fact  of  her  having  failed  to  prove  a  particular  part  of 
her  allegation  is  itself  not  sufficient  for  this  purpose.^ 

§  412.  There  are  some  decisions  by  the  present  Matrimo- 
nial Court  of  England,  from  which  useful  light  may  be 
gathered.  Thus,  it  is  laid  down  in  one  case,  that  the  wife's 
costs  are  not  taxed,  in  these  cases,  on  the  same  principles  as 
in  suits  at  the  common  law.  For  example,  if  there  are  sev- 
eral issues  at  common  law,  the  prevailing  party  cannot  have 
costs  taxed  on  those  issues  wherein  he  fails ;  but  it  is  other- 
wise in  divorce  cases.  And  Cresswell,  J.,  observed  :  ^  The 
question  of  the  principle  on  which  costs  are  to  be  taxed  in 
matrimonial  suits  has  not  yet  been  settled;  but  I  appre- 
hend that  I  must  adopt,  as  far  as  I  can,  the  principles  on 


1  Kendall  9.  KencUll,  1  Barb.  Ch.  610. 

*  Taylor  v.  Binnie,  4  Deas  &  Anderson,  314, 10  Scotch  Seai.  Caa.  18.    And 
see  Sonles  v.  Soules,  S  Grant,  U.  C.  Ch.  118. 

*  Soilleaz  v.  Soilleox,  1  Hag.  Con.  878,  4  Eng.  Be.  484.    And  see  Doney  v. 
Goodenow,  Wright,  120. 
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which  the  Eccleaiastical  Courts  proceeded.  I  am  informed 
that  the  principle  of  taxation  in  those  coi^ts  was  as  between 
party  and  party ;  but  that  term  had  a  very  different  construe- 
tipn  from  that  put  upon  it  in  common-law  courts,  because 
there  they  only  allow  the  costs  of  such  issues  as  are  found 
for  the  persons  who  are  to  receive  costs.  I  think  that  the 
only  limit  which  can  with  propriety  be  pyt  upon  the  allow- 
ance of  the  costs  of  the  different  issues  raised  in  this  court  is 
this:  where  the  taxing  officer  is  satisfied  that  an  issue  has 
been  vexatiously  and  improperly  put  on  the  record,  so  as  to 
occasion  a  wanton  and  unnecessary  increase  in  the  amount 
of  costs,. he  is  not  to  allow  the  costs  of  that  issue."  And  the 
same  role  wa^  deemed  to  apply  to  the  nuniber  of  witnesses ; 
costs  were  to  be  allowed  for  such  witnesses  of  the  wife  as 
were  brought  to  court  in  good  faith.  And  upon  the  mat- 
ter of  the  witnesses'  expenses  the  learned  Judge  observed : 
'^  There  is  the  question  of  the  expense  of  taking  witnesses  to 
Paris,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  evidence  as  to  identity  and 
handwriting.  In  the  common-law  courts  the  expenses  in- 
curred by  witnesses  in  obtaining  information  are  not  allowed* 
If  a  witness  makes  a  journey  to  learn  something,'  he  is  not 
allowed  the  expenses  ixi  his  Journey.  I  have  inquired 
whether  the  same  principle  w^  applied  to  the  taxation  of 
costs  in  the: Ecclesiastical  Courts,  and  I  am  told  it  was  not, 
but  that  where  a  journey  to  procure  information  was  neces- 
sary to  prove  the  case,  'the  cost  of  the  journey  was  allowed 
as  a  necessary  expense  for  the  wife.  I  think  a  reasonable 
amount  should  be  allowed  for  those  expenses.  If  the  regis- 
trar [who  is  the  taxing  officer],  in  allowing  fifty  guineas  for 
.instructions  for  the  brief,  included  those  expenses,  he  will 
probably  not  allow  any  thing  more,  but  it  is  a-  matter  for  his 
discretion."  ^ 

§  413.  In  the  Epclesiastical  Court,  the  general  rule  was 
to  permit  the  wife  to  have  two  counsel  *— there  were  to  be 
two  counsel  on  a  side  —  and  to  make  her  an  allowance  out 


1  Allen  V.  Allen,  S  Swab.  &  T.  107, 110,  111. 
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of  her  husband's  funds  U/r  the  payment  of  the  two,  but 
no  more.  And  where,  in  one  case,  the  proctors  had  agreed 
between  themselves  that  there  should  be  but  one  counsel 
on  a  side,  the  court,  under  the  particular  circumstances  of 
the  case,  held  the  wife  not  to  be  bound  by  the  agreement, 
and  permitted  her  to  have  two,  at  the  husband's  charge.' 
In  a  case  before  the  new  Matrimonial  Court,  the  question 
coming  up  at  the  end  of  a  suit  in  which  the  wife  had  pre* 
vailed,  and  the  bill  of  costs  presented  on  her  behalf  to  the 
registrar  for  taxation  having  amounted  to  £361  4^.,  which 
by  this  officer  was  cut  down  to  £265  I65.  7(/.,  from  which* 
taxation  both  parties  appealed,  the  costs  of  employing  three 
counsel  for  her  were  allowed  by  the  court.  ^  I  have  en- 
deavored," said  Cresswell,  J.,  <<  to  ascertain  the  principle  on 
which  the  wife's  proctor's  costs  used  to  be  taxed;  I  find 
that  it  is  the  same  as  in  other  cases ;  and  that  no  distinction 
was  made  because  the  husband  has  to  pay  the  costs  on  both 
sides.  It  is  true,  that,  under  the  old  practice,  two  counsel 
only  would  have  been  allowed ;  but,  where  the  evidence  is 
given  orally  in  open  court,  this  principle  is  inapplicable ; 
there  are  not  only  a  party's  own  witnesses  to  be  examined, 
but  the  witnesses  of  the  other  side  to  be  cross-examined. 
As  to  this  particular  case,  it  lasted  half  Friday,  all  Saturday, 
and  till  late  on  Monday."  Yet  he  refused  to  allow  also  the 
expenses  of  a  country  attorney  to  be  added  to  those  of  the 
city  one.2 

§  414.  In  another  case,  where  the  question  came  up  on  the 
taxation  of  the  wife's  costs  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  the 
learned  judge  refused  to  allow  any  thing  for  what  had  been 
done  before  the  suit  was  actually  undertaken ;  for  instance, 
he  confirmed  the  registrar  in  rejec{ing,  says  the  report,  ^<  va- 
rious expenses  In  taking  opinions  and  advice  previous  to  '  the 
instructions  for  a  petition.'"  Moreover,  various  items  for 
attendance  on  the  petitioner's  father  were  disallowed ;  Cress- 


^  Money  9.  Monej,  I  Spinks,  117. 
^  Suggato  0.  Soggate,  1  Swab.  &  T.  497. 
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well,  J.,  observing :  "  I  find  that  it  would  be  quite  contrary  to 
the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  to  allow  for  attend- 
ance on  any  one  except  the  party  herself.  It  would  appear 
from  the  aspect  of  the  bill,  that  Mr.  Weller  [the  wife's 
father]  taking  a  natural  interest  for  his  daughter  iu  the  suit, 
looked  into  the  attorney's  office  whenever  he  passed  that  way, 
and  talked  matters  over;"  but  the  attorney's  bill,  for  this 
talking,  the  judge  declined  to  compel  the  husband  to  pay.^ 

§  415.  These  several  cases  will  illustrate  the  proposition, 
that,  in  this  court,  the  husband  is  to  pay  the  full  amount 
required  to  meet  the  actual  expenses  of  the  wife,  conducting 
her  cause  in  good  faith,  with  ordinary  prudence,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  usages  of  the  court  and  of  the  legal  profession 
with  whom  she  has  to  deal.  Where  a  plea  of  condonation 
was  brought  forward  by  the  defendant  wife,  but  this  matter, 
so  fai"  from  being  proved,  was  actually  abandoned  by  her 
counsel  at  the  hearing,  the  husband  was  still  compelled  to 
pay  her  proctor's  expenses  incurred  upon  this  plea.  ^<  It  is 
difficult,"  said  the  Judge  Ordinary,  ^  to  draw  the  line  in  such 
cases,  and  a  proctor  refusing  to  bring  before  the  court  any 
defence  set  up  by  his  client,  and  not  plainly  unfounded, 
would  incur  a  very  grave  responsibility,  and  therefore  I  think 
the  costs  must  be  allowed,  although  I  cannot  doubt  that 
there  was  a  miserable  conspiracy  to  entrap  the  husband  into 
a  position  which  might  be  urged  as  evidence  of  condona- 
tion."»  , 

m 

§  416;  These  cases  also  illustrate  another  proposition ; 
namely,  that  the  question  is  precisely  the  same  whether  it 
comes  up  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings  upon  an  applica- 
tion in  behalf  of  the  wife  for  money  to  help  her  to  carry  them 
on,  or  whether  it  arises  when  the  proceedings  are  closed; 
and  she,  having  prevailed,  applies  to  the  court  to  have  her 
costs  —  that  is,  her  whole  expenses  in  relation  to  the  pro- 


i  Dickens  v,  Dickens,  2  Swab.  &  T.  lOS,  105. 
s  Wells  V.  Wells,  1  Swab.  &  T.  308,  312. 
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ceedings  —  taxed  against  her  hnsband.  Bnt  there  is  this 
practical  limitation;  namely,  that,  if  the  wife  omits  to  make 
any  application  to  the  court  until  after  tho  suit  is  ended,' or, 
if  she  makes  application  before,  but  receives  less  money  than 
she  needs,  and  if  she  has  failed  in  the  suit,  she  is  then  too 
late  to  make  any,  or  any  further,  demand.  "  The  founda- 
tion of  the  rule  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,"  it  was  observed, 
'<  was,  that  the  wife  should  be  enabled  to  bring  her  case  to  a 
hearing,  and  defend  herself,  and  so  up  to  any  time  previous 
to  the  hearing  the  husband  was  generally  liable  to  have  the 
wife's  costs  taxed  against  him,  and  the  caurt  has  so  far 
followed  the  rule ;  but,  if  the  wife  has  brought  her  case  to  a 
hearing,  howsoever,  and  fails,  the  husband  has  never  then 
been  made  liable  to  her  costs."  * 

§  417.  To  meet,  however,  every  exigency,  it  has  of  late 
become  the  practice  of  the  English  Matrimonial  Court  to 
order  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  into  the  registry  by  the 
husband,  out  of  which  the  wife's  taxed  costs  shall  be  im** 
bursed.  This  practice  was  adopted  to  relieve  the  husband 
from  the  necessity  of  having  them  actually  paid  before  the 
hearing,  <<  when  it  is  so  difficult  to  form  a  correct  judgment 
of  what  the  actual  costs  will  be."  *  But  if  by  any  oversight 
the  husband  has  not  been  ordered  to  pay  money  enough  into 
the  registry,  and  the  hearing  takes  place,  and  the  wife  fails 
in  her  suit,  the  deficiency  cannot  then  be  made  up, — the 
same  principle  applying  here,  which  was  mentioned  in  our 
last  section.^ 

§  418.  The  reader  is  aware,  that  the  course  of  things  is 
such  in  oiir  American  courts  as  not  to  admit  of  the  exact 
practice,  in  respect  of  costs,  whereby  the  ends  of  justice  are 
in  these  cases  subserved  in  the  English  Matrimonial  Court 
But  while  the  details  of  the  procedure  may  di^ffer,  the  same 

1  Keati  V,  Keeti,  1  Swab.  &  T.  334, 858.    And  see  ante,  S  388. 

*  Hepworth  v.  Hepworth^  2  Swab.  &  T.  414, 416. 

*  Sopwlth  V,  Sopwith,  2  Swab.  &  T.  109 ;  Glennifl  v.  Glennie,  8  Swab.  &  T. 
109. 
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end  may  be,  and  in  most  of  oar  ^States  is,  attained  here  as 
there.  In  the  English  House  of  Lords,  where  judicial  pro- 
ceedings used  to  be  in  effect  carried  on  for  divorce  a  vinculo^ 
though  in  the  form  of  an  application  for  a  parliamentary  bill, 
the  husband  was  required  to  furnish  the  wife  with  money  to 
procure  professional  assistance.^  And  in  one  case  before  the 
Matrimonial  Court,  the  Judge  Ordinary,  cdluding  to  this 
practice,  observed :  '^  That,  I  think,  though  not  precisely  in 
the  same  form,  affords  me  a  sufficient  principle  on  which  to 
act ;  and  I  shall "  —  adopting  the  principle,  and  shaping  the 
procedure  to  accord  with  the  usual  course  before  the  particu- 
lar  judicial  tribunal  —  ^  make  the  order  for  the  taxation  of 
the  wife's  costs  up  to  the  present  time."  ^  In  like  manner, 
our  American  tribunals  mould  the  common  law  or  the  statu- 
tory  right,  whichever  it  may  be,  to  suit  their  own  forms,  yet 
preserve  the  right  as  unimpaired  in  its  substance  as  possible. 

§  419.  This  so  extended  statement  of  the  English  practice 
seemed  to  the  writer  to  be  made  necessary  by  the  fact,  that 
there  was  no  other  so  available  a  way  open  to  him,  whereby 
he  could  convey  to  the  reader  an  exact  idea  of  the  principle 
upon  which  this  doctrine  of  the  wife's  costs,  as  it  is  called,  in 
England,  or  the  doctrine  of  her  being  alimented  in  respect  of 
the  expenses  of  the  suit,  proceeds.  In  the  United  States,  the 
statutes  differ,  and  the  practice  of  the  courts  differs ;  yet  the 
pretty  uniform  object  is  to  attain  the  same  end  which  is 
described  in  the  foregoing  sections.  In  Massachusetts,  under 
the  statute,  it  was  laid  down,  that  the  -amount  which  the 
court  will  require  a  husband  to  pay  for  his  wife's  expenses  in 
the  cause,  is  not  to  exceed  what  may  be  deemed,  under  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  a  reasonable  amount  for  the 
compensation  of  counsel  and  the  payment  of  the  other 
charges,  without  regard  to  what  might  properly  be  de- 
manded, as  between  counsel  and  client,  by  the. counsel  ac- 


1  8opwith  V.  Sopwith,  2  Swab.  &  T.  105, 106 ;  Llewelyn's  Diyoroe  Bill,  1  Macq. 
Scotch  Ap.  Cas.  280. 
*  Weber  o.  Weber,  1  Swab.  &  T.  219,  221. 
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tually  employed.  ^  The  vjew  of  the  court  is/'  it  was  said, 
'^  that  they  cannot  enter  into  the  question  as  between  counsel 
and  client,  as  to  what  charges  may  properly  be  made  .by  the 
counsel  actually  employed  ;"^  for  the  reader  perceives,  that,  if 
the  court  did,  this  would  enable  a  wife,  irrespective  of  the 
demands  of  her  particular  case,  to  retain  the  most  eminent 
counsel  at  the  bar  on  her  side,  — a  luxury v  which,  in  the  ma* 
jority  of  cases,  husbands  do  in  fact  deny  to  themselves. 

§  420.  The.  Massachusetts  doctrine,  mentioned  in  the 
last  section,  suggests  another;  namely,  that,  although  the 
husband  is  properly  to  pay  the  whole  expenses  of  the  wife 
about  the  suit ;  and  although,  as  matter  of  poetic  theory, 
there  is  alike  one  law  for  the  rich  and  for  the  poor,  wherefore 
the  poor  person  ought  to  have  as  good  a  lawyer,  and  to 
expend  as  much  in  incidental  things,  when  he  bringe  or  de* 
fends  a  suit,  as  does  the  rich  man ;  yet  since,  in  real  fact, 
poor  people  do  not  spend  so  much  money  in  their  lawsuits 
as  rich  ones,  a  poor  husband  should  not,  in  these  cases,  be 
required  to  provide  so  much  money  for  his  wife  as  should  a 
rich  one.  The  principle  here  is  analogous  to  that  on  whipfa 
temporary  alimony  proceeds,  yet  it  is  not  exactly  the  same. 
And  there  are  no  cases  which  will  much  help  us  in  elucida- 
ting the  principle.  In  Georgia,  where  the  issues  presented 
involved  the  question  of  the  wife's  chastity,  and  she  was  of 
previous  good  character,  and  the  husband  was  worth  twelve 
thousand  dollars,  it  was  deemed  that  five  hundred  dollars 
was  not  an  excessive  sum  for  him  to  be  required  to  pay  for 
her  counsel  fees.  ^<  As  nothing,"  said  Stephens,  J.,  <'  can  be 
dearer  to  a  lady  than  her  character  foe  chastity,  so  nothing 
could  justify  greater  expense  in  its  defence."  ^ 

§  421.  But  it  is  deemed  not  best  to  conduct  this  discus- 
sion further.     The  reader  who  desires  to  consult  more  cases 


^  Baldwin  v.  Baldwin,  6  Oraj,  341.    As  to  the  matter  under  oar  earlier  statute, 
see  Coffin  v,  Dnnham,  8  Cush.  404. 
•  Collins  V,  Collins,  S9  Oa.  517. 
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on  this  subject  than  have  been  already  referred  to,  will  do 
well  to  look  into  those  which  are  here  mentioned  in  a  note. 
Some. of  them  will  assist  him  only  by  way  of  illustration; 
yet  each  has  in  it  something,  which,  in  some  circumstances, 
may  be  useful.^ 

§  422  [586].  A  statute  in  Kentucky  directs  the  courts  to 
provide  for  the  support  of  the  wife  during  the  pendency  of 
the  suit,  unless  she  .is  living  in  adultery.  This  duty  is  im- 
perative ;  and,  when  an  application  is  made  for  alimony  pen- 
dente lite^  and  it  is  not  claimed  she  is  living  in  adultery,  the 
only  further  matter  open  for  inquiry  relates  to  the  amount  of 
the  husband's  estate,  and  whether  or  not  the  wife  is  already 
suitably  provided  for  by  him.^ 

§  428  [587].  In  the  practice  of  the  lEcclesiastical  Courts, 
the  question  of  the  wife's  right  to  alimony  pendente  litey 
"when  her  pleadings  were  defective,  could  not  arise ;  for  the 
question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleadings,  in  those  courts, 
is  determined  on  their  admission.^  But  if  this  were  not  so^ 
quite  probably  we  should  have  the  English  rule,  the  same  as 
the  rule  elsewhere/  that  alimony  could  not  be  given  pendente 
lite  to  a  wife  whose  record  case  would  not  eatitle  her  to  a 
final  decree,  — a  rule,  however,  which  should  nowhere  apply 
except  when  the  defect  is  a  palpable  one,  and  the  question 
*  of  law  is  free  from  *doubt.  The  English  rule  therefore  is, 
that,  when  a  suit  is  instituted  by  or  against  the  wife ;  and 


1  Tucker  v.  Carlin,  14  La.  An.  784 ;  Bell  r.  Jones,  10  Md.  322 ;  Hart  r.  Hait, 
11  Ind.  384 ;  Pinckard  v.  Pmckard,  23  Ga.  286 ;  Morrill  v,  Morrill,  2  Barb.  480; 
North  0.  North,  1  Barb.  Ch.  241 ;  Goldsmith  v.  GoIdBmith,  €  Mich.  285;  Forrest 
9.  Forrest,  5  Bosw.  672 ;  Pearson  v.  Dairington,  82  Ala.  227 ;  FarwAl  t^.  Farwell 
81  Maine,  591 ;  Simmons  v.  Simmons,  1  Robertson,  566 ;  Greg  v.  Gieg,  2  Add. 
Ec.  276, 285 ;  Dwelly  v.  Dwelly,  46  Maine,  377 ;  Ex  parte  King,  27  Ala.  387 ;  Ex 
parte  Smith,  34  Ala.  455 ;  McEwen  o.  McEwen,  2  Stockton,  286 ;  Ex  parte  Per- 
kins, 18  Cal.  60;  Helden  v.  Helden,  9  Wis.  557, 11  Wis.  554;  Kline  o.  Kline,  1 
Philad.  383,  bottom  paging ;  Thompson  v.  Warren,  8  B.  Monr.  488 ;  Meyar  v. 
Meyar,  3  Met.  Ky.  298,  303. 

*  Whitsell  V.  WhitseU,  S  B.  Monr.  50. 

>  Ante,  §  220.  «  Ante,  f  406. 
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the  plaintiff's  allegatiou  is  admitted,  and  the  husband  has 
acknowledged,  or  she  has  proved,  a  fact  of  marriage ;  she  is 
at  once,  on  establishing  his  faculties,^  entitled  to  a  decree  for 
her  ad  interim  alimony  and  costs ;  no  other  condition  being 
imposed  upon  her.'  This  simple  rule,  whether  on  the  whole 
it  should  be  preferred  to  the  New  York  rule  or  not,  seems  ad- 
mirably  just,  and  seems  to  cover  the  entire  ground  of  reason 
on  which  the  allowance  of  alimony  and  costs  ad  lUem  is  based. 
For  while  there  is  no  very  clear  objection  to  requiring  of  the 
wife  an  oath  ^  as  a  pledge  of  her  sincerity,  even  this,  in  circum- 
stances and  suits  where  she  could  not  be  compelled,  for  other 
purposes,  to  make  disclosures  under  oath,  would  place  her  on 
a  footing  inferior  to  her  husband,  where  the  true  policy  of  the 
law,  and  the  dictates  of  justice,  demand  that  the  parties 
^  should  stand  on  equal  ground.  But  especially  there  seems 
to  be  no  satisfactory  reason,  why,  wh^n  she  is  sued  for  a 
divorce,  she  should  be  compelled  to  lay  her  whole  case  before 
counsel,  and  answer  her  husband's  bill,  before  she  has  an 
allowance  of.  alimony  and  means  of  defence  —  proceedings 
attended  with  delay  and  expense,  sometimes  embracing  a 
large  share  of  the  time  and  cost  of  the  suit  Neither  doe(» 
there  appear  to  be  any  suflSicient  cause  for  requiring  her  to 
produce  affidavits  of  witnesses;  which,  as  they  cannot  be 
read  on  the  hearing,  involve  a  waste  of  labor  and  expense, 
but  disclose  to  her  husband  how  she  intends  to  establish  her 
case,  while  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  make  to  her  the  like 
disclosure  in  turn. 

§  424  [588].  Alimony  pendente  lite  is  usually  made,  by 
the  terms  of  the  order  itself,  to  commence  from  the  return  of 
the  citation.^  This  is  the  true  rule ;  '<  for,  till  then,  the  wife 
may  be  cctnsidered  as  able  to  obtain  subsistence  on  the  credit 


^  Batler  v.  Bvder,  1  Lee,  9%,  5  Bng.  Be  299. 

*  Coote  Ec  PracL  dSS ;  ante,  S  3S4-986 ;  Poynter  Mar.  &  Diy.  247 ;  Oagb- 
ion,  tit.  206. 

*  Ante,  {  40S. 

*  Hamerton  v.  Hamerton,  t  Hag.  Be.  28, 3  Bng.  Ec.  17 ;  Bain  v.  Bain,  2  Add 
Be.  253,  2  Eng.  Ec.  298. 
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• 

of  her  husband."  ^  But  it  may  be  made  to  commence  earlier 
or  later ;  earlier,  as  from  the  date  of  the  citation,  where  the 
husband  is  promoter,  and  he  does  not  use  due  diligence  in  ^ 
return ;  *  later,  as  where  the  wife  had  an  income  of  300L  per 
year*  of  her  own,  and  it  was  two  years  before  she  applied  for 
the  alimony.  In  this  case  the  court  of  appeal  directed.it  to 
commence  from  the  date  of  the  decree  below** 

§  425  [589].  We  have  seen,  that,  till  alimony  is  decreed, 
the  husband  is  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  wife,  as  though  the 
suit  were  not  pending.^  Therefore  all  sums  which  he  has 
paid  on  her  account,  or  to  her,  subsequently  to  the  time 
when  this  allowance  is  to  commence  under  the  order  of  the 
court,  are  to  be  deducted  as  part  payment  of  the  alimony.* 
For  these  reasons  it  has  always  been  considered  desirable, 
that  the  question  of  alimony  pendente  lite  be  settled  at  an 
early  stage  of  the  suit.®  Yet  the  wife  does  not  absolutely 
lose  her  right  by  any  delay  in  making  her  application ;  and 
the  allowance  may  be  made,  both  of  temporary  alimony  and 
expenses  of  the  suit,  even  as  late  as  the  final  entry  of  the 
decree  for  divorce,  or  at  the  same  time  with  the  decree  for 
permanent  alimony,^  —  a  proposition,  however,  which  may  be 
found  to  be  somewhat  qualified  in  some  courts  by  doctrines 
stated  in  previous  sections.*  Or  the  decree  for  permanent 
alimony  may  —  so  it  is  held  in  New  York — make  this  al- 
*  lowance  to  commence  from  the  filing  of  the  bill,  when  such 
a  course  is  just  and  reasonable  ;^  though  the  true  rale  in  or- 
dinary cases  is,  that  permanent  alimony  shall  commence  from 


^  Loveden  v,  Loveden,  1  Phillim.  208.  '  LoTeden  v,  Loveden,  sapn. 

*  ReeBr.Bees,  3  Phillim. 387, 1  Eng.  £c.  418.  «  Ante,  ^  401. 

*  Hamerton  v.  Hameitoiii  1  Hag.  £c.  23,  3  Eng.  Ec.  17;  Harrif  o.  Harria,  1 
Hag.  Ec.  351,  3  Eng.  Ec.  153.    And  see  Coles  v.  Coles,  2  Md.  Ch.  341. 

^  Brisco  V.  Brisco,  2  Hag.  Con.  199.  « 

7  Frankfort  v.  Frankfort,  3  Cart.  Ec.  715;  Melizet  v.  Melizet,  1  ParBona,  78. 

^  Ante,  f  888,  416,417. 

*  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  25  N.  T.  601 ;  Burr  v.  Borr,  7  Hill,  N.  T.  207.  In  this 
case,  temporary  alimony  had  been  ordered  and  paid ;  and  the  coart  directed,  that 
the  amoont  so  paid  be  deducted  from  the  permanent  alimony.  But  see  Bicketta  v, 
Bicketts,  4  Qili,  105.    And  see  post,  §  461. 
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the  date  of  the  sentence.'  In  an  Upper  Canada  case,  where 
the  wife,  who  was  complainant,  had  neglected  to  apply  for 
t^porary  alimony,  the  court  still  refused  to  order  the  per^ 
roanent  alimony  to  commence  at  a  period  earlier  than  the 
date  of  the  decree.  "  The  cases,"  said  the  Vice-Chancellor, 
^<  show,  I  think,  conclusively,  that  in  England  permanent  ali- 
mony is  not  grantable  till  sentence  or  decree."  *  Yet  if  we 
look  into  the  reason  of  the  matter  we  must  conclude,  that, 
under  special  circumstances,  not  always  as  of  course,  the  per- 
manent alimony  should  be  made  to  commence  with  the 
bringing  of  the  suit,  though,  from  the  sum  thus  found  to  be 
due,  the  temporary  alimony,  if  any  were  paid,  should  be  de- 
ducted, and  there  might  also  be  other  equitable  deductions 
required. 

§  426  [590].  Where,  in  the  English  ecclesiastical  practice, 
there  was  an  appeal,  the  permanent  alimony,  ordered  by  the 
Superior  Court,  was  usually  made  to  commence  from  the  date 
of  the  sentence  in  the  court  below ;  because  the  appeal  sus- 
pended the  sentence,  and,  if  it  did  not  so  commence,  there 
might  be  an  interval  during  which  the  wife  would  have  no 
maintenance.  But  when  she  was  guilty  of  laches  in  prose- 
cuting her  appeal,  the  rule  was  for  the  alimony  to  commenoe 
from  the  return  of  the  inhibition.^ 


^  Cooke  V.  Ck>oke,  2  Phillim.  40, 1  Eng.  Ec.  178 ;  Kempe  v,  Kempe,  1  Hag. 
£c.  532,  3  Eng.  Ec.  233 ;  Dnraiit  v.  Darant,  1  Hag.  Ec.  528,  3  Eng.  Ec.  231. 
*  Soulea  V.  Soalee,  3  QniU,  U.  C.  Ch.  118, 115. 
'  Loyeden  t;.  Loveden,  1  PhiUim.  908. 
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§  427  [591].  Atimony  is  not  a  sum  of  money,  or  a  specific 
proportion  of  the  husband's  estate,  given  absolutely  to  the 
wife ;  but  it  is  a  continuous  allotment  of  sums  payable  at 
regular  periods,  for  her  support  from  year  to  year.^  It  must 
secure  to  her,  as  wife,  a  maintenance  separate  from  her  bus- 
band :  an  absolute  title  in  specific  property,  or  a  sale  of  a 
part  of  the  husband's  estate  for  her  use,  cannot  be  decreed  or 
confirmed  to  her  as  sdimony.^  Even  where  a  statute  author- 
ized the  court  to  allow  the  wife,  on  a  divorce  from  bed  and 
board,  ^'such  alimony  as  her  -husband's  circumstances  will 
admit,  not  exceeding  one-third  of  the  annual  income  or  profits 
of  his  estate  or  occupation  ;  or  to  assign  to  her  separate  use 
such  part  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  husband  as 
the  court  shall  think  fit,  not  exceeding  one  third-part  thereof, 
as  the  justice  of  the  case  may  require ;  which  shall  continue 
until  a  reconciliation  shall  take  place  between  the  parties ; " 
it  was  held,  that  an  assignment  of  specific  property  to  the 
wife,  under  the  latter  clause,  does  not  vest  the  ownership  in 
her,  so  as  to  enable  her  to  convey  a  good  title  to  it  by  sale. 
It  gives  her  only  the  use  of  it  until  reconciliation,  or  the 
death  of  one  of  the  parties.  And  where  a  wife  had  sold 
property  so  assigned  to  her,  the  husband,  on  her  death,  was 
held  entitled  to  recover  it  back.^  » 


1  De  Blaqnieie  v.  De  Bkqaierey  8  Hag.  Ec  828,  5  Eng.  Eo.  126 ;  Wilson  v. 
WilflOD,  8  Hag.  Ec.  329,  note,  5  Eng.  Ec.  129. 

*  Magnire  v.  Magnire,  7  Dana,  181 ;  Wallingsford  v.  Wallingsford,  6  Har.  ft  J. 
486 ;  Poroell  v,  Fnxoell,  4  Hen.  ft  Mnnf.  507 ;  Almond  v.  Almond,  4  Band.  662 ; 
X^ockxidge.v.Lookridge,  8  Dana,  28;  Buaell  o.BiismU,  4  Greene,  Iowa,  26. 

*  Bogen  V,  Vines,  6  Lne.  298. 

[848] 


§  429  ACCOMPAiriMEHTS  OF  MAIN  IBSUB.  [BOOK  Y. 

■ 

§  428  [592].  So  alimony  cannot  be  allowed  for  the  term 
of  the  wife's  life;^  because  it  is  a  maintenance  to  her,' 
while  the  husband's  duty  to  maintain  her  ceases  at  his  death. 
Therefore  the  expression  in  the  decree  of  alimony  should  be, 
that  it  continue  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  parties,  or  until 
reconciliation  and  recohabitation.  But  for  the  security  of 
the  wife  against  the  designs  of  a  husband  who  might,  for  the 
purpose  of  frustrating  the  decree,  entice  her  into  a  momentary 
reunion,  and  then  expel  her  or  renew  his  wrongful  conduct ; 
it  has  been  considered  better  the  decree  should  state  gener- 
ally, that  it  is  to  continue  during  their  joint  lives,  and  that 
the  court  reserves  the  right  to  change  the  allowance  from 
time  to  time,  according  to  circumstances.  It  has  been  deemed 
proper  also,  to  require  of  the  husband  a  bond,  with  approved 
security,  that  the  alimony  shall  be  paid  according  to  the  de- 
cree,  in  instalments ;  reserving  the  power  to  compel  payment 
from  time  to  time  by  attachment,  sequestration,  or  otherwise.* 
The  form  of  the  decree,  however,  is  probably  not  the  same 
in  all  courts ;  ^  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  this  matter  ' 
further  here. 

§  429  [593] .  Still,  on  general  principles,  aside,  it  seems, 
from  considerations  of  the  form  of  the  decree,  the  court  may 
at  any  time,  and  from  time  to  time,  on  any  change  in  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  parties,  increase  or  reduce  the  sum  allotted 
for  alimony,  temporary^  or  permanent^  And  Dr.  Lushing- 
ton  has  observed :  ^  Where  there  is  a  material  alteration  of 


^  LockridgQ  V.  Lockridge,  8  Daoa,  28.  *  Ante,  \  851. 

'  Lockridge  v.  Lockridge,  8  Dana,  28 ;  Logan  v.  Logan,  2  B.  Monr.  142 ;  May- 
hogh  V.  Mayhngh,  7  B.  Monr.  424 ;  Faff  r.  Faff,  Hopkins,  584. 

*  Seo  anttf,  f  228 ;  But  v.  Burr,  7  Hiii,  N*.  Y.  207. 

*  Cox  V.  Cox,  3  Add.  £c.  276,  2  Eng.  £c.  531 ;  Amoa  v.  AmoB,  8  Green  Ch. 
171 ;  McGee  v.  McGee,  10  Ga.  477,  491. 

*  Otway  V,  Otwayl  2  Fhillim.  109 ;  Rogers  v.  Vines,  6  Lne.  293 ;  Richmond  v. 
Richmond,  1  Green  Ch.  90 ;  Busier  v.  Bnrsler,  5  Fick.  427 ;  Holmes  v.  Holmes, 
4  Barb.  295 ;  Barber  v.  Barber,  1  Chand.  280 ;  Shepife  v.  Sheafe,  86  N.  H.  155  ; 
8annderB  v.  Saonders,  1  Swab,  ft  T.  72 ;  Foote  v.  Foote,  22  Bl.  425.  So  also  nn- 
der  the  Arkansas  statute,  Banman  v,  Banman,  18  Ark.  820.  As  to  Illinois,  see 
Wheeler  v.  Wheeler,  18  111.  89. 
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circamstanceB,^  a  change  lo  the  rate  of  alimony  may  be  made. 
If  the  faculties  are  improved,  the  wife's  allowance  ought  to 
be  increased ;  and,  if  the  husband  is  lapsus  facultatUmSj  the 
wife's  allowance  ought  to  be  reduced.  Applications  of  this 
sort  are  of  rare  occurrence.  I  only  remember  two  instances 
where  applications  of  either  kind  have  been  successful,  the 
case  of  Foulkes  and  Foulkes,  for  an  increase;^  and  Cox 
and  Cox,^  for  a  reduction."  * 

§  430  [593].  Applications  to  change,  the  amount  of  all- 
mony  once  fairly  settled,  ought  evidently  to  be  carefully 
scrutinized  ;  but,  if  both  parties  act  in  good  faith  in  the 
exercise  of  their  best  judgments,  both  parties  must  live. 
When  the  husband,  asking  a  reduction,  aUeges  an  altera- 
tion in  his  circumstances,  the  court  will  consider,  whether 
it  has  been  brought  about  by  any  improper  conduct,  and 
especially  by  any  attempt  to  defraud  the  wife  of  her  ali- 
mony.^ And  it  was  once  held,  under  the  particular  facts 
of  the  case,  that  the  reduction  of  the  husband's  income  by 
unprofitable  speculations  was  no  ground  for  a  proportionate 
reduction  of  permanent  alimony,  allotted  twenty  years  be- 
fore.* The  result  of  this  case,  however,  should  plainly  not 
be  elevated  into  a  general  rule ;  for,  in  some  circumstances, 
failure  in  speculations  should  in  justice  be  taken  into  the  ac- 
count, on  the  one  hand,  while  success  in  speculation  would 
surely  be  taken  into  tfie  account  on  the  other  hand.^ 

§  431  [593].  It  has  been  held  in  New  York,  that  the  wife 
canhot  have  her  alimony  increased  by  reason  of  her  increased 
expenses  growing  out  of  rendering  support  to  a  person  whom 


^  See  Westmeath  v,  Westmeath,  8  Knapp,  42;  Pemberton  v.  Pemberton,  8 
Notes  Cas.  17. 

*  Foulkes  V,  Foulkes,  Poynter  Mar.  &  Dit.  256,  note. 
'  Cox  V.  Cox,  supra. 

*  De  Blaqniere  v,  De  Blaqniere,  3  Hag.  Ec.  322,  5  Eug.  £c  126,  129. 

*  Lockridge  v.  Lockridge,  2  B.  Monr.  628,  3  Dana,  28.  And  see  Rees  v.  Beef, 
8  Phillim.  887,  1  Eng.  Ec.  418;  Kirkwall  v,  Kirkwall,  Poynter  Mar.  ft  Div. 
S5&>  note. 

*  NeU  V,  Neil,  4  Hag.  Ec  278.  ^  See  post,  f  449-451. 
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the  husband  is  under  no  legal  obligation  to  maintain.^  Like- 
wise in  an  English  case  the  court  held,  that  a  husband  can- 
not have  the  alimony  reduced  by  reason  of  his  having  to  pay 
debts  contracted  by  the  v^rife,  anterior  to  the  allottment  of 
temporary  alimony.  ^  It  is  not  alleged,"  said  Dr.  Lushing- 
ton,  "that  during  that  period  the  husband  furnished  the 
wife  with  any  means  of  subsistence  whatever ;  and  it  is  now 
established  by  the  decree  of  this  court,  that,  by  reason  of  his 
cruelty,  the  wife  was  justified  in  separating  herself  from  him. 
Under  such  circum^ances,  I  will  not  enter  into  a  consider- 
ation, whether  the  expenses  were  extravagant  or  not ;  the 
whole  fault  is  at  the  door  of  the  husband ;  he  compelled  her 
to  leave  his  home,  and  left  her  without  the  means  of  sub- 
sistence, and,  so  situated,  it  might  be  difficult  for  her  to  get 
credit,  and  live  economically.  But  be  this  as  it  may,  the 
application  is  altogether  too  late ;  and  such  a  deduction  from 
permanent  alimony  would  be  without  precedent"^  The 
application  to  vary  the  amount  of  alimony  is  to  be  made  by 
summary  motion,  or  petition  in  the  original  cause,  not  by  a ' 
new  proceeding.* 

§  432.  In  one  of  the  early  Tennessee  cases  it  was  held, 
that  a  husband  who  has  been  divorced  from  bed  and  board/ 
and  decreed  to  pay  alimony  to  his  wife,  cannot  avoid  the 
payment  of  it,  on  account  of  her  subsequent  lewdness  and 
adultery.  But  this  result  was  based  on  the  direct  words  of 
the  statute.  "  It  is  believed,"  said  Whyte,  J.,  "  that  this 
question  depends  solely  on  our  act  of  assembly  concerning  di- 
vorces. Sec.  9  says,  that,  for  certain  causes  therein  specified, 
and  due  proof  thereof  made,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court 
to  grant  the  wife  a  divorce  from  'bed  and  board,  and* also  to 
allow  her  such  alimony  as  her  husband's  circumstances  shall 
admit  of,  &c.,  which  shall  continue  until  a  reconciliation  takes 
place,  or  the  husband  by  his  petition  offers  to  cohabit  with 
her  again,  and  use  her  as  a  good  husband  ought  to  do.' " 

1  HalBted  v.  Habted,  5  Dner,  659. 

*  Harmar  o.  Harmar,  Deane  &  Swabej,  282,  284. 

s  Baoman  v.  Baajnan,  18  Ark.  820,  333. 
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And  it  was  further  added,  that  matter  of  adultery,  supposing 
the  charge  to  be  true,  "  is  otherwise  provided  for  by  the  act, 
and  a  higher  remedy  given  him  than  that  sought  by  his 
plea ;  to  wit,  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony."  ^ 

§  433.  Some  questions  relating  to  the  increase  or  the  re- 
duction of  the  alimony,  where  the  divorce  is  from  the  bond  of 
the  marriage,  depending  upon  considerations  applicable  only 
to  this  kind  of  divorce,  will  be  considered  in  a  chapter  further 
on.*  •  It  may  be  observed  here,  that  it  is  difficult,  perhaps 
impossible,  to  lay  down  such  rules,  relating  to  the  increase  or 
the  reduction  of  the  alimony,  as  shall  be  of  easy  application  to 
all  cases,  and  shall  be  found  just  in  all.  Plainly,  the  question, 
when  it  comes  up  on  such  an  applicahon,  is  not  the  same 
question,  to  be  decided  over  again,  which  was  involved  in  the 
original  decree.  The  decree  settled  something ;  but  a  new 
question  arises  every  day  afterward  ;  aiid  it  is  this  new  ques- 
tion, not  the  old  one,  on  which  the  court  passes  when  asked  to 
increase  or  reduce  the  alimony.  There  is  in  our  law  no  prin- 
ciple which  would  permit  the  judge,  in  the  absence  of  fraud 
or  any  thing  of  the  kind,  to  overhaul  the  original  sentence, 
when  asked  to  pass  a  new  one  in  these  cases.  The  original 
sentence,  therefore,  is  to  be  taken  to  have  been  just  at  the 
time  it  was  pronounced,  yet  it  is  not  to  stand  as  a  bar  to  the 
new  case.  If,  indeed,  the  original  decree  of  alimony  was 
meant  to  be  a  mere  nominal  one,*  leaving  the  question  to  be 
fully  adjudged  afterward,  then  it  should  not  have  the  same 
force  which  in  ordinary  circumstances  would  be  accorded 
to  it.  And  in  an  Upper  Canada  case,  the  court,  having 
increased  the  wife's  alimony  from  £25  to  £200  a  year,  in 
consequence  of  the  husband's  increased  faculties,  added : 
^  Should  any  application  be  made  to  this  court  to  reduce 
the  allowance  to  the  wife,  in  consequence  of  the  altered 


A  Sloan  o.  Cox,  4  Hayw.  75,  76,  77.     See  Begbie  v.  Begbie,  3  Halst.  Ch.  98 ; 
Oriffin  V.  Griffin,  S3  How.  N.  Y.  Pr.  189,  21  lb.  364. 

*  Post,  477  a  et  seq. 

*  See  Sbotwell  v.  Shotwell,  Sm.  k  M.  Ch.  51 ;  Lawson  v,  Shotwell,  27  Missis. 
630 ;  Chapman  v.  Chapman,  IS  Ind.  396 ;  Bankston  v.  Bankston,  27  Missis.  692. 
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circamstances  of  the  case,  it  will  consider  itself  at  liberty  to 
consider  the  question  anew,  and  to  readjust  the  allowance 
proper  to  be  made  in  the  new  state  of  affairs.^ "  Here  would 
seem  to  be  a  special  reservation  of  power,  not  within  the 
general  rule.  These  are  some  of  the  obvious,  outside  views 
of  the  matter;  yet  they  leave  much  to  be  considered  on 
each  several  application. 

§  434  [594].  If  the  alimony  has  been  suffered  to  run  in  arrear, 
at  least  with  the  tacit  consent  of  the  wife,  any  disbursements 
the  husband  has  consequently  been  compelled  to  make  on 
her  account  '^  will  be  deducted  from,  the  sum  due,  on  her 
application  to  enforce  the  payment^  And  as  alimony  is  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  wife  from  year  to  year,*  the  court 
will  not,  without  sufficient  cause  shown  for  the  delay,  compel 
the  payment  beyond  one  year  prior  to  the  monition.^  This 
last  proposition,  again,  can  in  reason  apply  only  in  particular 
circumstances,  not  in  all. 

■ 

§  435  [595].  The  wife,  suing  for  divorce,  even  for  divorce 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  cannot  make,  previous  to  the 
decree  of  divorce,  a  valid  agreement  concerning  alimony. 
For  while  the  matrimonial  relation  continues,  she  is  not 
legally  competent  to  enter  into  any  contract ;  and  the  court 
will  not,  without  examination,  sanction  any  stipulation  of 
hers  on  this  subject ;  because  '^  it  would  have  a  tendency  to 
produce  collusion  between  the  parties,  with  a  view  to  the 
dissolution  of  the  marriage."  An  agreement  of  this  nature 
might  indeed  under  some  circumstances  be  sanctioned,  when 
affirmatively  shown  to  be  fair  and  proper.^     As  the  divorce 


1  Seyeni  v.  Severn,  7  Grant,  U.  C.  Ch.  100.  '  Ante,  §  401. 

>  Ante,  §  427. 

*  De  Blaqniere  i^.  De  Blaqniere,  3  Hag.  Ec.  322,  6  Eng.  Ec.  126,  128. 

*  De  Blaqniere  v.  De  Blaqniere,  snpra,  and  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  cited  in  a  note  to 
tbe  same  case,  5  Eng.  Ec.  129.    And  see  Gresse  v.  Gresse,  cited  1  Phillim.  210. 

•  *  Daggett  V,  Daggett,  5  Paige,  509.  And  see  Bogers  v.  Rogers,  4  Paige,  516 ; 
Kirby  v.  Kirbj,  1  Paige,  565 ;  ante,  S  235-237.  And  see,  for  some  principles  ap- 
plicable in  the  case.  People  v  Mercein,  8  Paige,  47,  68 ;  Wallingslbrd  v.  Wallings* 
ford,  6  Har.  &  J.  485 ;  Convene  o.  Convene,  9  Rich.  Eq.  635. 
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from  bed  and  board  does  not  dissolve  the  marriage,  there 
may  be  doubt  precisely  how  far  the  wife,  after  obtaining 
sach  a  divorce,  can  make  a  valid  relinquishment  of  her  claim 
to  the  alimony  allotted  her  under  the  decree.  Where  a  wife, 
in  a  letter  to  the  solicitor  of  the  husband,  expressly  aban- 
doned the  alimony,  but  she  was  shown  to  have  done  this  for 
the  purpose  of  influencing  the  husband  to  let  her  son  be 
with  her,  the  court  said:  "  I  doubt^  whether,  in  law, -it  was 
competent  for  her,  in  that  form,  to  relinquish  the  benefit  of 
the  decree  of  the  courts  This  is  a  contract  between  husband 
and  wife ;  and,  though  the  principles  applicable  to  such  con- 
tracts are  not  strictly  the  same  after  a  legal  separation  as 
they  may  be  regarded  while  the  parties  are  living  together, 
yet  they  are  not  widely  different.  In  the  one  case,  here  is 
the  influence  arising  from  affection  ;  afterwards  an  influence 
of  a  different  sort,  arising  from  an  anxiety  to  communicate 
with  her  children.  K  it  were  necessary  to  settle  this  point,  I 
should  be  of  opinion,  that  the  whole  alimony  decreed  to  her 
in  1830  must  be  placed  at  her  disposal,  and  then  she  will  be 
at  liberty  to  appropriate  it  as  she  pleases."  ^  Where  the  di- 
vorce is  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  the  wife,  being  thereby 
freed  from  the  coverture,  is  competent  to  enter  into  a  contract 
respecting  the  alimony  which  was  decreed  to  her.^ 

§  436  [596].  When  the  wife  dies,  leaving  arrears  of  ali- 
mony due  to  her,  the  rule  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  is,  it 
seems,  that,  in  those  courts,  her  representatives  cannot  re- 
cover it ;  while  also  the  doctrine  is  settled,  that  such  arrears 
cannot  be  recovered  either  in  the  common  law  or  in  the  equity 
tribunals,  unless  for  the  benefit  of  her  creditors.^  Thus« 
where  the  executors  of  the  wife  brought  their  bill  in  equity 
for  arrears  of  alimony,  a  demurrer  to  the  bill  was  sustained, 
Lord  Lyndhurst,  C,  observing :  '^  It  was  said,  that,  in  analogy 
to  the  cases  in  which  this  court  grants  the  writ  of  ne  exeat 


1  De  Blaqoiere  v,  De  Blaqniere,  8  Hag.  Ec.  8S2,  5  filig.  £c.  126,  188,  by  Dr 
Laflhington. 
*  Blake  v.  Blake,  7  Iowa,  48.  «  Post,  §  487  et  seq. 
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regno^  and  on  principle,  the  bill  might  be  sustained  ;  but  it  ia 
impossible  to  look  into  those  cases  without  seeing  how  very 
reluctantly  the  court  has  acted  in  giving  relief.^  Then  it 
was  said,  that  the  party  will  be  without  remedy,*  because 
executors  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
That  argument  operates,  I  think,  the  other  way ;  for  execu- 
tors  may  maintain  suits  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  but  not 
for  arrears  of  alimony.  It  should  seem,  therefore,  that  the 
claim  must  cease  with  the  death  of  the  wife.  That  is  prob- 
ably the  principle ;  but  it  doef>  not  follow  that,  therefore,  this 
court  has  jurisdiction.  There  is  no  instance  of  such  a  t^iU 
as  the  present  being  filed  against  the  husband,  by  the  ex- 
ecutors  of  the  wife ;  and  I  should  be  very  averse  to  establish 
a  precedent.  The  authorities  do  not  warrant  it.  The  cases 
in  which  the  court  have  granted  the  writ  of  ne  exeat  regno 
do  not  warrant  it ;  nor,  from  the  circumstance  of  the  Eccle- 
siastical Court  not  interfering,  can  I  found  any  jurisdiction 
in  this  court"  ^ 

§  437  [597].  So,  in  Pennsylvania,^  a  wife  brought  her  suit 
at  the  common  law  for  the  recovery  of  her  alimony,  pending 
which  suit  she  died  ;  and  her  administrator  came  in  to  prose- 
cute it  The  court  held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover, 
except  for  the  use  of  her  creditors,  with  whom  she  had  con- 
tracted debts  in  consequence  of  his  withholding  payment  in 
her  lifetime.  The  opinion,  by  Rogers,  J.,  is  replete  with 
learning  and  sound  sense  ;  and  we  cannot  better  contemplate 
several  points  relating  to  this  subject,  than  as  presented  in 
his  very  words.  He  said  :  ^'  A  sentence  of  divorce  a  mensd  et 
thoro  does  not  so  far  destroy  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife 
as  to  make  the  latter  a  feme  sole ;  such  a  sentenpe  merely 
suspends,  for  a  time,  some  of  the  obligations  arising  out  of 
that  jrelation.  A  woman  divorced  a  mensd  et  ihoro^  and  living 
eparate  and  apart  from  her  husband,  cannot  be  sued  as  a 


^  See  Shaftoe  o.  Shaftoe,  7  Yes.  171 ;  Dawson  v,  Dawson,  7  Yea.  173.    And 
•ee  S  Story  Bq.  Jnriap.  S  1472. 
*  Stones  V.  Cooke,  S  Sim.  821.  note.  *  Clark  v.  Clark,  6  Watts  &  S.  8ft. 

[850] 


OHAP.  XXIV.]  BOTH  KINDS  OF  ALIMONY.  §  488 

feme  sole  ;  unless  in  the  known  excepted  cases  of  abjnration, 
exile,  and  the  like,  when  the  husband  is  considered  as  dead, 
aiid  the  woman  as  a  widow.  The  same  holds  good  where 
she  is  divorced  a  vinculo.^  Alimony  is  not  considered  the 
separate  property  of  the  wife,  bnt  it  is  that  projiortion  of  the 
husband's  estate  which  the  courts  allow  her,  for  present  sub- 
sistence and  livelihood  according  to  law,  when  they  decree  a 
separation  from  bed  and  board.  In  Vandergucht  v.  De  Bla- 
qnierc,^  it  was  attempted  to  assimilate  alimony  to  [an  estate 
settled  to]  the  separate  use  of  a  [married]  woman ;  but  the 
court  denied  the  similitude,  for  alimony  is  liable  to  be  varied 
by  the  court  according  to  the  husband's  circumstances.  A 
married  woman  divorced  from  her  husband,  and  entitled  to 
alimony  under  the  sentence  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Ck)urt,  ac- 
cepted a  bill  of  exchange  for  articles  of  dress  supplied  to  her 
by  the  drawer,  and  made  it  payable  at  her  banker's,  to  whom 
her  alimony  was  paid.  It  was  held  that  she  did  not  thereby 
charge  her  alimony 

§  438  [598].  "  lu  case  of  a  divorce  a  mensd  et  thoroj  she 
ought  to  apply  her  alimony  to  her  support,  as  her  occasions 
may  require ;  and,  if  those  who  know  her  condition,  instead 
of  requiring  immediate  payment,  give  credit  to  her,  they  can- 
not sue  her.'  As  a  divorce  a  mensd  et  thoro  does  not  destroy 
the  relation  of  marriage,  but  merely  suspends  some  of  the 
obligations  arising  out  of  that  relation,  it  follows  that  the 
right,  as  regards  succession  to  property,  is  not  impaired. 

Thus  it  appears,  that  the  title  to  property,  whether 

dower,  curtesy,  or  personal  estate,  is  affected  by  divorce  ac- 
cording to  the  nature  of  the  divorce ;  for,  if  it  be  a  dissolu- 
tion of  the  marriage,  and  then  only,  the  rights  consequent 
upon  it  will  cease.     But  where  the  bond  of  matrimony  is  not 


1  Marshall  v.  Rntton,  8  T.  R.  545 ;  Hyde  v.  Price,  8  Yea.  437 ;  Lean  v.  Schnts, 
a  W.  Bl.  1195. 

*  Vandeigacht  v,  De  Blaqniere,  8  Sim.  915. 

*  Beard  v.  Webb,  2  B.  &  P.  93 ;  Biarahall  v.  Bntton,  8  T.  B.  545 ;  Mnrray  v. 
Barlee,  3  Myl.  &  Keen,  209,  220. 
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dissolved,  as  in  case  of  a  divorce  a  mensd  et  thoroj  the  rights 
of  the  parties,  so  far  as  regards  succession  to  property,  re- 
main as  before.  From  this  it  would  result,  that  the  arrears 
of  alimony  belong  to  the  husband  ;  and  it  would  seem  to  be 
against  right  to  compel  him  to  pay  to  another  that  which 
belongs^ to  himself.  And  this  may  have  been  avoided  by  the 
husband,  who  might  upon  a  proper  application  hav6  the  let- 
ters of  administration  set  aside."  Yet,  as  the  husband  had 
neither  taken  out  administration,  nor  applied  to  have  the 
letters  to  the  plaintiff  vacated,  he  could  not  set  up  his  right 
in  this  collateral  way.  There  appearing  also  to  be  debts 
which  {he  deceased  wife  had  left  unpaid,  the  plaintiff  was 
allowed  to  recover  for  the  benefit  of  her  creditors  ;  the  court 
observing :  '^  If,  after  payment  of  the  debts,  anything  should  ^ 
remain,  the  administrator  will  hold  it  for  the  use  of  the  hus- 
band, on  the  principle  before  stated,"  ^  It  seems  however, 
that,  if  the  husband,  instead  of  the  wife,  dies,  the  estate 
which  he  leaves  is  liable  to  pay  the  alimony  due  at  the  time 
of  his  death.* 

§  439  [599].  In  accordance  with  these  principles,  where 
the  court  had  ordered  the  husband  to  pay  his  wife  a  sum  of 
money  weekly,  during  the  pendency  of  her  bill  for  divorce, 
but  before  its  payment  the  bill  was  dismissed,  it  refused 
afterward  to  enforce  the  payment  for  her  separate  use.  She 
was  still  his  wife,  and  whatever  she  might  have  belonged  to 
him ;  and,  if  he  should  in  form  pay  this  money  to  her,  it 
would  continue  his,  and  he  could  take  possession  of  it  There 
was  no  authority  in  the  tribunal  to  set  it  apart  for  her  sep- 
arate use,  except  as  the  consequence  of  a  divorce,  or  as 
support  during  the  pendency  of  a  divorce  suit ;  but,  this  suit 
being  dismissed,  her  duty  was  to  retqrn  to  her  husband.^ 


1  Clark  V.  Clark,  6  Watts  &  8.  85.    And  see  Sterling  v.  Starling,  12  Ga.  201. 

s  Smith  o.  Smith,  1  Root,  949 ;  Sloan  v.  Cox,  4  Hayw.  75.  See  Jamison  v, 
Jamison,  4  Md.  Ch.  289,  298.  As'to  the  efiect  of  the  hosband's  bankmptcj,  4c., 
see  Newhonse  v.  Commonwealth,  5  Whart.  82;  Texas's  case,  1  Ashm.  175. 

*  Persons  v.  Persons,  7  Humph.  188 ;  a.  p.  Wright  v.  Wright,  6  Texas,  29.  See 
Stafibrd  v,  Suffbrd,  9  Ind.  162. 
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§  440  [699].  Where,  however,  a  wife  had  proceeded 
against  her  husband  for  alimony,  by  reason  of  bis  deser- 
tion, and  her  attorney  had  obtained  from  him  a  sum  of 
money  in  a  compromise  of  the  suit,  the  court  held,  that 
she,  by  her  next  friend,  might  maintain  against  this  attor^ 
ney  her  bill  in  equity  for  the  money,  and  that  the  husband 
need  not  be  made. a  party  to  the  bilM  We  may  observe, 
that  here  the  husband  had  not  only  himself  appropriated  the 
money  for  the  use  of  his  wife,  but  had  actually  parted  with 
it  And  there  is  doubt,  whether,  in  any  case  in  which  the 
money  has  passed  from  the  husband  to  the  wife,  under  a 
decree  for  alimony,  temporary  or  permanent,  he  can*  reclaim 
this  money  of  her,  on  the  ground  of  being  her  husband. 
There  seems  to  be  a  necessity  this  should  be  so;  because 
otherwise  the  decree  would  be  substantially  without  legal 
effect  It  has  been  adjudged,  that,  if  on  a  divorce  from  bed 
and  board  the  wife  is  allowed  as  part  alimony  the  rents  of 
some  lands,  out  of  which  she  makes  an  annual  saving,-* the 
husband#when  she  dies,  cannot  have  the  fund  accumulated 
from  this  saving.  This  decision  appears  to  have  proceeded 
substantially  on  general  principles ;  although  the  court  made 
some  reference  to  the  language  of  the  statute,  which  ex- 
pressly  gave  to  the  injured  wife,  obtaining  a  divorce,  ^  capac- 
ity  to  acquire  and  dispose  of  such  property  as  she  might 
procure  by  her  own  industry,  or  as  might  accrue  by  descent, 
devise,  or  in  anj^  other  mawner,^^  ^ 

^  441  [600].  We  should  bear  in  mind,  that  the  foregoing 
doctrines  concern  specifically  alimony  as  understood  in  the 
ecclesiastical  law;  while  they  may  not,  in  all  respects,  be 
applicable  to  statutory  alimony,  decreed  to  the  wife  on  a  di- 
vorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony.  Whether  there  is  scope 
for  this  distinction  remains,  however,  to  be  decided.  So  there 
are,  in  some  of  the  United  States,  allowances  to  the  wife  on 
a  divorce  a  vinculo^  under  the  name  of  alimony,  differing  es- 
sentially  irom  the  alimony  now  being  considered  ;  as  in  New 


Spencer  v.  Ford,  I  Bob.  Va.  64S.  *  Daitei  v.  JofOdr,  9  Ltd.  S89. 
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Hampshire^  and  Connecticut,^  where  this  word  alimony  is 
used  to  designate  a  portion  of  the  husband's  estate,  real  or 
personal,  vested  by  judicial  sentence  in  the  wife,  on  the  judi- 
cial  dissolution  of  the  marriage.  So  the  statutory  law  of 
Ohio  provides,  that,  when  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matri* 
mony  is  decreed  against  the  husband,  the  wife  shall  be  re- 
stored to  all  her  lands  and  tenements,  and  be  allowed  out  of 
his  real  and  personal  estate  such  share  as  the  court  may  think 
reasonable.  Under  this  statute  it  is  held,  that  the  court  in 
its  discretion  may  decree,  either  a  periodical  support,  or  a 
gross  sum,  "  as  alimony,"  to  the  wife.^ 

§  443  [601].  Also  in  respect  to  divorces  from  bed  and 
board,  consequences  may  flow  from  the  peculiar  language  of 
the  statute,  or  of  the  decree.  The  statute  in  New  York  pro- 
vides, that,  upon  a  judicial  separation,  the  court  may  make 
such  order  and  decree  for  the  suitable  support  and  mainten- 
ance of  the  wife,  by  the  husband,  or  out  of  his  property,  as 
may  appear  just  and  proper.  And  in  a  much  considered 
case.  Chancellor  Walworth  doubted,  whether  the  court  could 
award  a  gross  sum  to  the  wife,  instead  of  a  periodical  allow- 
ance. But  he  held,  and  the  Court  of  Errors  on  appeal  con- 
firmed his  decision,  that  the  decree  might  direct  the  alimony 
to  be  her  separate  estate,  and  authbrize  her  to  dispose  of 
such  part  of  it  as  shall  remain  at  her  decease,  if  the  husband 
survive  her,  by  an  instrument  in  the  nature  of^a  will.  In  the 
Court  of  Errors,  Nelson,  C.  J.,  observed  :  "  The  object  of  this 
direction  was  to  take  from  the  complainant  any  temptation 
to  withhold  the  payment  of  the  alimony  at  the  time  designa- 
ted. Unless  this  power  was  given,  any  unpaid  balance  at 
her  decease  should  of  course  go  the  husband ;  and,  as  she  is 
aged  and  infirm,  his  past  conduct  may  well  justify  the  ap- 
prehension, that  he  would  not  hesitate  to  try  the  experiment 
of  fighting  off  the  quarterly  payments,  with  the  hope  that  in 
the  mean  time  death  might  intervene  and  relieve  him  from 


^  Parsons  v.  ParsoxiB,  9  N.  H.  809  ;  Sheafe  v.  Shoafe,  4  Fost.  N.  H.  564. 
>  Lyon  V.  Lyon,  21  Conn.  185, 197.  >  Piatt  v.  Piatt,  9  Ohio,  37. 
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the  burden  rraposed  by  the  decree.  The  right  to  give  this 
direction  in  respect  to  the  fund  is  not  to  be  doubted.  The 
same  power  that  can  vest  her  with  the  absolute  separate  in- 
terest in  a  portion  of  the  husband's  estate,  can  enable  her  to 
dispose  of  it  as  she  may  think  proper.  Indeed  the  right  to 
make  the  disposition  is  incident  to,  and  arises  out  of,  the 
absolute  ownership  in  the  separate  estate  which  the  statute 
has  authorized  the  court  to  confer  on  her,  although  it  is  usual 
to  accompany  the  allowance  with  an  express  power.  The 
wife  has  always  been  allowed  in  equity  to  dispose  of  her 
separate  estate  by  an  instrument  in  writing  in  the  nature  of 
a  will,  and  a  court  of  equity  will  see  that  her  directions  are 
carried  into  execution."  It  was  also  held  in  this  case,  that 
alimony  under  the  statute  may  be  made,  by  the  decree,  to 
continue  after  the  death  of  the  husbapd,  during  the  entire 
life  of  the  wife,^ 

§  443  [602].  Said  the  learned  court  in  an  Indiana  case : 
"  The  present  Revised  Statutes  authorize  the  courts,  when 
a  divorce  is  granted  for  the  misconduct  of  the  husband,  and 
when  the  estate  brought  by  the  wife  and  restored  to  her  on 
the  divorce  is  not  sufficient  for  her  support,  to  grant  such 
alimony  out  of  his  estate  as  shall  be  just  and  reasonable. 
There  is  no  provision  authorizing  a  grant  of  alimony  in  lieu 
of  dower ;  but  it  is  provided,  that  the  court  shall  not  have 
power  to  divest  either  party  of  their  title  to,  or  interest  in, 
any  real  estate,  further*  than  is  expressly  provided  for."  Ac- 
cordingly it  was  held,  that  the  wife  could  not  be  divested  of 
her  dower  by  a  decree  of  alimony,  stated  in  the  decree  to  be 
instead  of  dower.^ 

§  444  [602  a].  Ck>ncerning  the  several  points  discussed  in 
the  present  chapter,  one  or  two  observations  are  important. 
In  the  first  place,  alimony  under  the  ecclesiastical  law,  and 


^  Bnrr  tt,  Barr,  10  Paige,  20,  in  the  Chancellor's  and  the  Yice-Chancellor't 
Courts ;  7  Hill,  N.  T.  207,  in  the  Court  of  Errors, 
s  BnsseU  v.  Russell,  Smith,  Ind.  356, 1  Ind.  510. 
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alimony  under  the  statntes  of  our  several  States,  may  not  be 
governed  by  the  same  principles,  even  where  the  statutes  do 
not  expressly  order  otherwise.  Because,  in  most  of  our 
States,  the  divorce  from  bed  and  board  on  which  the  decree 
of  alimony  is  rendered,  places  the  wife  more  nearly  in  the  ' 
condition  of  ^feme  sole  than  she  occupies  under  the  decree  of 
an  Ecclesiastical  Court  And  when  the  divorce  is  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony,  still  more,  of  course,  does  her  condition 
differ  from  that  of  a  divorced  woman  alimented  by  ecclesias- 
tical decree.  In  the  next  place,  whatever  be  the  form  of  the 
statute,  the  alimony,  being  granted  by  a  court  of  law  or  of 
equity,  partakes  possibly  of  a  somewhat  different  quality,  in 
consequence  of  the  fuller  and  wider  powers  of  the  court  or> 
dering  it,  and  enforcing  the  order,  from  those  possessed  by  the 
ecclesiastical  tribunal*  But  these  suggestions  are  only  made 
as  matters  for  consideration  in  a  general  way ;  it  being  im- 
possible for  any  a  priori  reasoning  to  anticipate  what  may 
arise  for  argument  hereafter. 
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THE    BDSBAND's    FACIFLTIES    WHENCE    TRE    ALIMONY    PROCEEDS. 

^  445  [fi03].  Before  disiussing  the  amount  to  be  fixed 
by  the  courts  for  alimony,  temporary  or  permanent,  Konie- 
thing  ;<houlcl  be  gaid  of  the  ability  of  the  husband  whence  it  is 
to  proceed.  But  first  let  it  be  observed,  that  the  amount  of  ali- 
mony is  not  to  be  regulated  by  iibsolute  and  fixed  rule?  it  is 
rather  matter  of  discretion  with  the  court.  Yet  this  discre- 
tion is  not  an  arbitrary  one,  but  a  judicial  discretion,  to  be 
exercised  according  to  established  principles  of  law,  and  upon 
an  equitable  view  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  particular 
case'  The  general  rule,  especially  in  respect  to  permanent 
alimony,  is,  that  the  wife  is  entitled  lo  a  support  correspond- 
ing to  her  rank  and  condition  in  life,  and  the  fortune  of  her 
husband.  "  When  the  delinquency  of  the  husband  has  been 
established,  and  the  wife  is  the  injured  party,  driven  by  his 
cruelty,"  or  other  wrongful  conduct,  "from  the  comfort  of 
domestic  enjoyments,  she  should  be  liberally  supported.'" 

§446  [604].  We  have  seen,  that  alimony  is  commonly 
defined  to  be  a  "  proportion  of  the  husband's  estate."*     But 

>  Bees  0.  Rces,  3  Phil  lira.  378, 1  Eng.  Ee.ilS;  Hicketts  r.  Rickelti',4  GUI,  105  ; 
Burr  D.  Butt,  7  Hill,  N.  Y.  S07  ;  Kiclimond  v.  Richmond,  1  Green  Ch.  W;  Smith 
V.  Smith,  a  Phillim.  235;  1  Eng.  Et.  2*4;  Lnwrenco  p.  l^wrenco,  3  Paigo,  267  ; 
Cooko  c.  Cooke.  S  Phillim.  40,  1  Eiig.  Ec  178;  Otwaj  v.  Ocwaj,  2  Phillim.  109, 
I  Eng.  Ef.  S03;  Hampond  c.  Hammond.  Cltirke,  151  ;  McQec  v.  McGce,  ID 
Ga.  477,4*1;  Borgon  u.  Borpen,  82  111.  1S7;  Pinctard  v.  Pinckard,  22  Gn,  31  ; 
Hreinig  v.  Breinlg,  2  Cubcj,  [61 ;  Footu  c,  FoutP.  22  III.  425 ;  ante,  f  406, 

3  Nelson,  C.  J.,  in  Burr  u.  Bnrr.  lapra ;  Olwaj  r.  Olwaj,  2  Phitlini.  109,  1  Eng. 
Ec203. 

■  Aiiw,  ^  351  tad  noIP. 
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the  duty  of  a  hasband  to  maintain  his  wife  does  not  depend 
alone  on  his  having  visible,  tangible  property.  While  the 
parties  arp  living  together,  they  a/e  bound  to  contribute  by 
their  several  personal  exertions  to  a  common  fund,  which  in 
law  is  the  husband's ;  and  from  which  the  wife  may  claim 
support^  K  she  is  compelled  to  seek  a  divorce  on  account 
of  his  misconduct,  she  loses  none  of  her  rights  in  this  respect, 
only  she  is  to  draw  her  maintenance  in  a  diiferent  way  ;  that 
is,  under  a  decree  for  alimony,  based,  if  he  has  no  property, 
upon  his  earnings,  or  ability  to  earn  money.^  The  extent  to 
which  the  wife  of  a  poor  man  can  have  from  her  divorced 
husband  separate  aid,  must  depend,  as  it  would  if  he  were  in 
affluence,  much  upon  the  same  circumstar^pes  which  would 
determine  her  condition  were  they  living  together,  in  the 
proper  discbarge  of  their  several  marital  duties.*  "  If,"  says 
Johnston,  C.  J.,  *^  the  parties  are  laboring  people,  the  wife 
needs  less.  If  she  is  in  bad  health,  however,  the  amount 
should  be  increased.  If  the  labor  of  the  husband  is  of  a 
comparatively  unprofitable  character,  or  if  he  is  sickly,  allow- 
ance should  be  made  for  these  circumstances.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  he  is  in  good  health,  and  skilful,  and  is  actually 
realizing  coneiderable  profits,  the  partner  of  his  fortunes 
should  not  be  refused  -a  reasonable  participation  in  them. 
Every  case  must  be  governed  by  its  circumstances."  *  When 
the  income  arises  from  the  personal  exertions  of  the  husband, 


1  Vol.  I.  \  355, 818, 821 ;  ante,  ^  869.  And  see  Goodheim  v,  Goodheim,  2  Swab. 
it  T.  250, 253,  where  the  learned  Judge  Ordinary  held,  that,  in  awarding  tempoimiy 
alimony,  the  wife's  income  from  her  own  earnings  should  be  taken  into  the  acconnk 
"  That  the  wife  might  earn  an  income,"  he  said,  "  would  not  be  sufficient  to  relieve 
the  husband ;  but  here  it  is  said,  that  she  does  earn." 

>  Prince  r.  Prince,  1  Rich.  Eq.  282;  Kirby  v.  Eirby,  1  Paige,  261,  262;  Mc- 
Crocklin  v.  McCrocklin,  2  B.  Monr.  370;  Cooke  v.  Cooke,  2  Phillim.  40, 1  Bng. 
Ec.  178 ;  Lawrence  v,  Lawrence,  3  Paige,  267 ;  Bursler  v.  Burster,  5  Pick.  427  ;  Bat- 
tey  V,  Battey,  1  R.  I.  212.  But  see  Tewksbury  v,  Tewsl^ry,  1  How.  Missis.  109; 
Freigley  v.  Freigley,  7  Md.  637 ;  Sheafe  o.  Sheafe,  36  N.  U.  155.  And  see  Schmidt 
V.  Schmidt,  26  Misso.  235. 

*  Bursler  v.  Bursler,  supra ;  Smith  o.  Smith,  2  Phillim.  235,  1  Eng.  Ec.  244 ; 
Brown  v.  Brown,  2  Hag.  Ec.  5,  4  Eng.  Ec.  11. 

*  Prince  v.  Prince,  supra. 
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according  to  some  cases,  the  proportion  of  alimony  is  less 
than  when  it  is  derived  from  permanent  property.^ 

§  447  [605]«  Obviously,  then,  as  a  general  proposition, 
the  fund  out  of  which  the  wife  is  entitled  to  her  alimony  is 
the  income  ^  of  the  husband,^  from  whatever  source  derived 
or  derivable.  The  method  of  procedure,  for  ascertaining 
the  amount  of  it,  is,  in  England,^  and  frequently  in  this 
country,^  for  the  wife  to  file  what  is  termed  an  allegation  of 
faculties;  to  which  the  husband  answers  on  oath,  leaving 
her  either  to  rely  upon  his  answer  alone,^  or  to  produce  other 
proofs,  as  she  may  be  satisfied  or  not  with  the  disclosures 
made  by  him.^  But  the  procedure  is  to  be  separately  con- 
sidered in  another  chapter. 

§  448  [606].  "  The  general  principle  regulating  such  alle- 
gations," observes  Dr.  Lushingtpn,  ^<  is  this :  the  wife  is  at 
liberty  to  plead  the  income  of  the  husband,  and  the  sources 
from  which  it  is  derived.  With  regard  to  his  reversionary 
property,  —  and  by  the  word  reversionary  I  mean  such  prop- 
erty as  the  husband  is  entitled  to  for  a  vested  interest  ex- 
pectant on  the  death  of  some  person,  or  the  happening  of 


^  Cooke  V.  Cooke,  sapra;  Stone  v.  Stone,  3  Cart.  £c.  841,  7  £ng.  Ec.  437 ; 
Hawkea  v.  Hawkes,  I  Hag.  Ec.  526,  3  Eng.  Ec.  230 ;  Poynter  Mar.  &  Div.  250 ; 
post,  S  448.    But  see,  for  the  explanation  of  this,  post,  ^  467. 

'  There  is  a  Missouri  case,  in  which  a  somewhat  different  doctrine  seems  to  be 
held ;  but  the  language  therein  used  is  exceptional  to  the  general  rule :  "  In  the 
allowance  of  alimony,  the  court  is  not  restrained  to  the  income  of  the  husband. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  law  which  restricts  tlie  allowance  of  alimony  to  a  portion 
of  the  husband's  income.  Such  a  principle,  in  many  instances,  would  deprive  the 
wife  of  alimony."    Scott,  J.,  in  Schmidt  v.  Schmidt,  26  Misso.  235,  236. 

*  Post,  S  449,  for  the  authorities.  *  Coote  Ec.  Pract.  339, 341. 

*  Lovett  V.  Lovett,  11  Ala.  763 ;  Wright  v.  Wright,  3  Texas,  168. 

*  The  husband's  admissions,  in  his  answer  to  the  wife's  allegation  of  faculties, 
are  to  be  taken  strongly  against  him.  Robinson  v.  Robinson,  2  Lee,  593,  6  Eng. 
Be  255 ;  and  the  court  will  presume,  that  he  has  made  every  possible  deduction 
In  his  own  lavor..  Rees  v.  Bees,  3  Phillim.  387,  391,  1  Eng.  Ec.  418,  419. 

7  Brisco  V,  Brisco,  2  Hag.  Con,  199 ;  Higgs  v.  Higgs,  3  Hag.  Ec.  472,  5  Eng. 
Ec  186 ;  Dnrant  v.  Durant,  1  Hag.  Ec.  62S,  3  Eng.  Ec.  231 ;  Wcstmeath  v.  Wef^ 
meath,  3  Knapp,  42. 
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some  other  contingency,^  —  it  is  both  usual  and  proper  that 
such  property  should  be  stated.  I  think,  that,  with  regard  to 
permanent  alimony,  the  court  would  make  a  different  allot- 
ment in  a  case  where  the  income  of  the  husband  was  derived 
from  his  sole  personal  labor  or  exertions,^  from  what  it  would 
do  when  he  had  moreover  a  large  reversionary  property  in 
expectancy."^  But  as  the  parents  of  the  respective  parties 
are  under  no  legal  obligation  to  maintain  them ;  it  is  not 
proper  for  the  wife  to  state,  in  her  allegatian  of  faculties, 
the  amount  of  property  possessed  by  the  husband^s  father ; 
neither  is  it  for  the  husband,  in  answering  her  allegation,  to 
mention  the  amount  of  her  father's ;  ^  though  "  a  case  may 
possibly  arise  in  which,  under  very  peculiar  circumstances,  the 
court  would  allow  the  property  of  the  husband's  father  to  be 
stated."^  The  husband,  in  estimating  his  income,  is  not 
entitled  to  make  any  deduction  on  account-  of  a  policy  of 
insurance  .on  his  life,  for  which  he  pays  an  annual  premium ; 
since  the  policy  is  capable,  at  any  time,  of  being  converted 
into  money.® 

§  449  [607].  In  considering  the  income  or  value  of  the 
husbaud's  estate  in  reference  to  alimony,  a  difficulty  is  liable 
to  arise,  where,  in  consequence  of  peculiarly  good  or  ill 
management,  it  permanently  yields  more  or  less  than  a  fair 
average  for  property  generally;  or  where  the  husband's 
means  are  vested  in  a  way  to  bring  no  direct  return,  as  in 
building  lots  adjacent  to  a  growing  city,  from  which  he  ex- 
pects to  derive  an  ultimate  profit  in  the  increase  of  their 
marketable  value.     In  respect  to  the  first  branch  of  this  diffi- 


^  The  case  of  Bankston  v.  Bankston,  27  Mienis.  692,  seems  to  contain  a  sort  of 
intimation,  bat  no  decision,  that  property  acquired  by  the  husband  after  the  divorce 
from  bed  and  board  cannot  be  taken  into  the  account ;  but  clearly,  on  principle,  it 
should  be,  in  this  divorce,  but  perhaps  not  in  the  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matri- 
mony. 

'  Ante,  S  446.  >  Stone  v,  Stone,  8  Curt.  E(^  341,  7  Eng.  Ec.  437. 

*  Harris  v.  Harris,  1  Hag.  Ec.  351,  3  Eng.  Ec.  158;  Bruere  v,  Braere,  1  Cart. 
Be.  566,  6  Eng.  Ec.  391. 

*  Dr.  Lushington,  in  Stone  v.  Stone,  supra. 

^  Harris  v,  Harris,  1  Hag.  Ec.  351,  8  Eng.  Ec.  153.    See  also  Frankfbrt  9. 
Frankfort,  4  Notes  Cas.  282;  Pemberton  v.  Pemberton,  2  Notes  Cas.  17. 
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culty,  it  would  seem,  apon  principle,  that  the  wife,  in  entering 
matrimony,  contracts  with  her  husband  as  much  in  reference 
to  his  capacity  for  managing  an  estate,  as  to  th«  estate  it- 
self.^ Therefore  the  actual  income  would  furnish  substan- 
tially the  standard.  And  this  does  appear  on  authority  to 
be,  as  the  general  rule,  the  precise  fact  to  be  regarded.^ 
But  where,  in  the  next  branch  of  the  difficulty,  the  husband 
chooses  to  take  his  income  in  the  increased  value  of  the 
property  in  which  he  invests  his  money,  there  would  seem  to 
be  no  reason  why  such  increased  value  should  not  be  con- 
sidered his  income,  for  the  purpose  of  alimony ;  as  other- 
wise he  would  be  able  to  tie  up  his  funds,  and  evade  her 
claim  altogether.^ 

§  450  [608].  When  the  husband  would  claim  any  thing 
on  the  score  of  his  bad  management,  especially  his  bad 
management  since  the  delictum  occurred  on  account  of  which 
the  divorce  is  had,  he  must  show  very  clearly,  that,  at  least, 
he  acted  in  good  faith.  And  if  he  has  encumbered  his  estate 
by  his  own  extravagance  and  profligacy,  the  court  will  not 
allow  the  full  deduction  of  such  encumbrance.^  Especially 
an  assignment,  partly  fraudulent  and  colorable,  of  all  his 
property,  made  by  him  subsequently  to  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  cannot  in  any  degree  impair  the  rights  of  the 
wife ;  for,  '<  if  such  a  contrivance  could  avail,  no  injured  wife 
could  ever  hope  for  justice."*  So  if  the  husband,  after  the 
delictum^  particularly  after  the  commencement  of  the  divorce 
suit,  grants  an  annuity  out  of  his  estate,  '^  this  is  not  a 
deduction  he  is  entitled  to  make.     The  utmost  the  court 


1  See  Vol.  L  \  814,  818,  821 ;  ante,  S  -^6. 

*  Brisoo  V.  Briflco,  2  Hag.  Con.  199,  201 ;  Higgs  o.  Higgs,  3  Hag.  £c.  472, 

5  Eng.  Ec.  186 ;  Cooke  v.  Cooke,  2  Fhillim.  40,  1  Eng.  Ec.  178 ;  Miller  v.  Miller, 

6  Johns.  Ch.  91 ;  Frankfort  v.  Frankfort,  4  Notes  Caa.  282 ;  Foolkes  v.  Fonlkea, 
Pojnter  Mar.  &  Diy.  25^  note;  Stone  v.  Stone,  9  Jar.  S81. 

>  HarriB  v.  Harris,  1  Hag.  £c.  351,  3  Bng.  Sc.  153 ;  ante,  \  430. 

*  Mjtton  V.  Mytton,  8  Hag.  Ec.  657,  5  Eng.  Ec.  249 ;  Kirkwall  v.  Kirkwall, 
Poynter  Mar.  &  Dir.  255,  note.    And  see  Neil  v.  Neil,  4  Hag.  Ec.  273. 

*  Brown  v.  Brown,  2  Hag.  Ec  6,  4  Eng.  Ec.  11.    See  Frakes  v.  Brown,  8 
Blackf.  295 ;  Dnnnock  v.  Dunnoek,  8  Md.  Ch.  140. 
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could  allow  would  be  the  interest  of  the  debt;  and  even 
then  the  husband  should  satisfy  the  court,  that  the  debt  was 
contracted  before  the  injury  done."  ^ 

§  451  [609J.  On  an  application  by  the  husband  for  a  re- 
daction of  alimony,  Dr.  Lushington  observed  :  "  The  prin- 
cipal point  is,  what  is  to  be  done  in  respect  to  Hill  House 
Farm.  There  is  an  extraordinary  affidavit  from  General  De 
Blaqniere's  •housekeeper,  whose  husband  manages  the  farm 
while  she  keeps  the  accounts,  ^  that  during  the  last  fifteen  years 
no  profit  has  been  derived  from  it;'  but  the  point  to  be 
considered  is,  what  the  farm  would  let  for.  In  1820,  it  was 
estimated  at  <£  7,000 ;  Lord  Stowell  put  the  produce  of  it  at 
a  low  rate,  and  I  see  no  reason  to  depart  from  the  view  he 
then  took  of  it"  ^  But  the  husband  resided  on  this  farm ; 
and  the  mansion-house  and  demesne  are  always  to  be  charged 
the  same*  as  though  they  were  to  be  let;^  besides,  the  ques- 
tion arose  here  upon  an  application  for  the  reduction  of  ali- 
mony, and  the  falling  ofi*  was  subsequent  to  both  the  delictum 
and  divorce."^ 


1  Rees  9.  Bees,  S  Phillim.  387, 1  Eng.  £c.  418,  by  8ir  John  NichoU.  Id  Ten- 
nessee the  court  has  held,  concerning  a  division  of  the  property  on  divorce  under  . 
the  statute,  not  only  that  the  husband  cannot  resist  a  decree  giving  part  to  the  I 
wife  by  reason  of  his  having  creditors  who  may  be  afiected  by  it,  but  also,  that,  ^ 
in  ascertaining  the  amount  of  property  to  be  allotted  to  the  wife,  the  court  will 
not  take  an  account  of  his  debts ;  neither,  on  the  other  hand,  will  it  entirely  dis- 
regard the  interests  of  creditors.  Chunn  v.  Chunn,  Meigs,  131.  This  conclusion 
seems  to  have  resulted  from  the  view  the  court  took  of  the  prindplea  which  should 
govern  such  a  division.  But  in  respect  to  aUmony,  aa  understood  in  the  eodfisiafl- 
tical  law,  I  apprehend  the  general  doctrine  to  be,  both  ih  principle  and  in  the 
practice  of  the  ecclesiastical  tribunals,  to  take  into  consideration  the  debts  of  the 
husband ;  certainly  encumbrances  on  real  estate  are  uniformly  considered.  If  the 
inquiry  is  aa  to  how  much  the  husband  is  worth,  hia  debts  must  be  deducted  from 
his  visible  means ;  if  (which  is  the  true  inquiry)  as  to  hit  income,  stiU  the  turn  he 
pays  as  interest,  or  to  keep  down  his  debts,  must  be  deducted.  But  when,  in  cases 
of  insolvency,  the  question  is  upon  the  setdement  of  the  wife's  own  proper^,  such 
as  choses  in  action,  upon  her,  the  rule  is  very  prc^erly  di^^nt.  Vaugfaan  t^.  Bn^, 
3  Bng.  L.  &  £q.  135 ;  Davis  v.  Newton,  S  Met.  537,  544. 

*  De  Blaquiere  v.  Do  Blaquiere,  3  Hag.  Be.  8S2,  5  Eng.  Ec.  It6, 1S9. 
"  Brisco  V.  Brisco,  3  Hag.  Con.  199;  Cooke  v.  Oboke,  S  Pbillim.  40, 1  Eng.  Ec. 

173. 

*  In  Neil ».  Neil,  4  Hag.  Be.  973,  974,  on  an  appttcatloii  toe  the  radnotioa  of 
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§  452  [610].  Where,  according  to  an  English  case,  the 
husband  is  doing  business  as  partner  in  a  firm,  the  wife  will 
not  be  permitted  to  plead,  in  her  allegation  of  faculties,  the 
particulars  of  the  partnership  business ;  such  as  the  number 
of  hands  employed,  the  amount  of  the  annual  returns,  the 
capital  embarked  by  the  firm,  the  stock  in  trade,  and  the 
debts  due ;  she  is  simply  to  state  her  husband's  income,  or 
the  income  of  the  firm  with  the  proportion  to  which  he  is  en- 
titled.  This  is  out  of  forbearance  to  the  other  partners ;  and 
because,  if  the  husband  does  not  fairly  disclose,  they  may  be 
examined  as  witnesses.  And  Sir  John  Nicholl  observes,  that 
"  the  only  material  circumstance  is  the  amount  of  income."  ^ 

§  453.  In  cases  where  there  is  no  question  of  fraud  or  of 
bad  faith,  the  husband's  creditors,  who*,  were  bonii  ^fiile  such 
previous  to  the  institution  of  the  suit  for  divorce,  may  have 
their  claims  allowed,  to  take  preference  to  those  of  the  wife 
for  alimony.  So,  at  least,  it  was  held  in  a  Tennessee  case ;' 
and,  on  general  principles,  the  husband's  indebtedness  should 
be  taken  into  the  account,  in  estimating  his  ability  to  respond 
to  the  wife's  demands.  This  is  the  universal  practice ;  and 
it  grows  out  of  the  rule,  that  the  income  is  the  source^'of  the 
alimony. 


alimony,  Dr.  LnBhington  said  :  '*  How  has  the  redoction  of  income  on  die  part  of 
the  husband  been  occasioned  ?  It  is  manifest  that  he  was,  at  one  time,  in  posses- 
sion of  a  iai^  capital ;  and,  if  he  has  thought  fit  fx>  enter  into  large  specolations, 
pHTchasing  Mexican  bonds,  and  shares  nearly  to  the  amount  of  7,000/.,  it  becomes 
a  matter  of  grave  consideration,  whether,  because  those  inyestments  happen  for  the 
present  to  be  unprofitable,  die  wife  —  who  is  now  increasing  in  years,  and  who.  It 
must  be  remembered,  is  quite  incompetent  to  contradict  the  statements  of  the  hus- 
band as  to  his  property -^should  suffer  a  reduction  of  alimony.  ,  .  .  If  he  chooses 
to  speculate,  he  must,  if  unsuccessful,  bear  the  inconvenience."    And  see  ante, 

^  Higgs  V.  Higgs,  3  Hag.  Ec.  472,  5  Eng.  Ec.  186.    And  see  Brisco  v,  Brisco,  2 
Hag.  Con.  199. 
^  McGhee  v.  McOhee,  2  8need,  221 . 
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THB  AMOUNT  TO   BB  DBGRBBD   AS   ALIMONY. 

Sect.  464.  Introduction. 

456-468.  GonsidentioDS  which  blend  with  the  Faculties. 

469-461.  The  Amount  in  Temporary  Alimony. 

46^-467.  The  Amount  in  Permanent  AHmonyi^ 

468-470.    Views  applicable  t*  both  kinds  of  Alimony. 
•       « 

0 

§  454.  The  following  matters  will  be  embraced'  in  the 
present  chapter  :  I.  Considerations  which '  blend  with  the 
Faculties  in  determining  the  Amount ;  IL  The  Amount  in 
Temporary  Alimony ;  III.  The  Amount  in  Permanent  Ali- 
mony ;  IV.  Views  applicable  to  both  kinds  of  Alimony.   . 


I.    Considerations  which  blend  with  the  Faculties  in  determin' 

ing  the  Amount. 

§  455  [611].  In  determining  the  amount  to  be  given  the 
wife  for  aliftiony,  the  court  takes  primarily  into  its  considera* 
tion  the  husband's  faculties,  as  explained  in  our  last  chapter. 
But  they  are  not  all  the  things  to  be  considered  in  making  up 
the  decree.  Another  very  important  thing  is  the  income  of 
the  wife,  as  already  mentioned,^  arising  from  her  separate 
estate,  if  such  estate  she  has.  And  the  method  of  computa- 
tion is,  to  add  the  wife's  annual  income  to  her  husband's ; 
consider  what,  under  all  the  circumstances,  should  be  allowed 
her  out' of  the  aggregate  ;  then,  from  the  sum  so  determined. 


1  Ante,  \  376,  894,  446  and  note. 
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deduct  her  separate  income ;  and  the  remainder  will  be  the 
annual  allowance  to  be  given  ber.^ 

§  456  [611  a].  The  statement  of  the  case,  made  in  the  last 
section,  proceeds  on  the  idea  of  an  income  derived  from  fixed 
property.  But  the  income  of  most  persons,  in  this  country 
especially,  is  drawn  from  their  exertions.  In  England,  di- 
vorce suits  have  been  geqerally  between  persons  of  wealth, 
living  on  the  receipts  which  come  from  established  fortunes ; 
because,  in  England  formerly,  justice  as  administered  by  the 
tribunals  was  practically  only  for  the  rich  ;  it  was  too  costly 
to  be  bought  by  the  poor.  In  this  country,  we  have  few  for- 
tunes resting  on  other  foundations  than  the  intellectual  and 
physical  capabilities  of  those  who  Bup|K)rt  them.  Perhaps 
these  considerations  should  not  materially  change  with  us 
the  legal  result  in  most  cases,  yet  in  particular  instances  they 
may  have  their  influence,  and  while  travelling  through  this 
subject  we  should  carry  them  in  our  minds. 

§  457  [612].  Looking  still  at  this  question  as  seen  in  the 
language  of  the  courts,  we  find,  that,  besides  the  joint  in- 
come of  the  parties,  the  judge  is  to  take  into  consideration 
the  sources  from  which  the  husband's  income  is  derived ;  as, 
whether  it  is  from  his  personal  labor,  in  which  case,  we  have 
already  observed,  the  proportion  will  be  less ;  *  whether  the 
bulk  of  the  property  came  from  the  wife,  in  which  case, 
where,  as  under  the  English  ecclesiastical  practice,  the  court 
has  no  power  to  res^re  to  her  what  she  brought  to  her 
husband,  the  proportion  will  be  greater ;  or  whether  it  was 
originally  his ;  ^  or  was  accumulated  by  the  joint  exertions  of 


^  Cooke  V.  Cooke,  2  Phillim.  40,  1  £ng.  £c.  178 ;  Street  r.  Street,  3  Add.  £c.  1, 
2  £Dg.  Ec.  195 ;  and  other  cases  cited  ante,  \  445. 

^  Ante,  \  446 ;  Lawrence  v.  Lawrence,  3  Paige,  267. 

*  Smith  V.  Smith,  2  Phillim.  152,  235, 1  Eng.  Ec.  220,  244 ;  HarriB  v.  Harris,  1 
Hag  Ec.  851,  3  Eng.  Ec.  153 ;  Street  o.  Street,  2  Add.  Ec.  1,  2  Eng.  Ec.  195 ;. 
Fishli  V.  Fishli,  2  Litt.  337;  Cooke  v.  Cooke,  2  Phillim.  40,  1  Eng.  Ec.  178 ; 
Kempe  v.  Kempe,  1  Hag.  Ec.  532,  3  Eng.  Ec.  233 ;  Payne  v.  Payne,  4  Hamph. 
500 ;  Chonn  v.  Chnnn,  Meigs,  131 ;  Wright  v.  Wright,  1  Edw.  Ch.  62 ;  Fonlkee 
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both,  sQbseqnently  to  the  marriage ; '  whether  there  are  chil- 
dren or  other  relatives  to  be  supported  or  edacated,  and 'on 
whom  the  burden  of  their  support  and  education  devolves ; ' 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  husband's  delictum ;^  the  de- 
meanor and  conduct  of  the  wife  toward  the  husband  during 
the  cohabitation  ;^  the  ability  of  each  party  to  earn  money  ;* 
the  fact,  if  it  be  so,  that  out  of  tenderness  the  wife  has  long 
delayed  instituting  her  suit,  and  has  thus  deprived  herself  of 
that  suppojrt  from  her  husband  to  which  she  was  entitled,  in 
consideration  of  which  a  larger  proportion  will  be  allotted ;  * 


r.  Foalkes,  Poynter  Btar.  &  Div.  256,  note ;  Deraisnies  9.  DeyaismM,  3  Code  Re- 
porter, 124, 3  Am.  Law  Jour.  K.  s.  279. 
^  LoYOtt  9.  LoTett,  U  Ala.  763 ;  Jeans  v.  Jeaiu,  2  Harring.  DeU  142. 

*  Lawrence  v.  Lawrence,  3  Paige,  267 ;  Germond  v.  Germond,  4  Paige,  643 ; 
filaquiere  v.  Blaqoiere,  3  Phillim.  258 ;  Hawkes  v.  Hawkes,  1  Hag.  Ec.  526,  3 
Eng.  Ee.  230;  De  Blaquiere  t^.  De  Blaqniere,  3  Hag.  Sc.  322,  5  Eng.  Ec.  126, 
129 ;  Amos  v*  Amoe,  3  Green  Ch.  171 ;  Kiiby  v.  Kirby,  1  Pftige,  261 ;  FiaUi  »• 
Fiehli,  2  Litt.  337 ;  Harrii  v.  Harris,  1  Hag.  Ec.  351,  3  Eng.  Ec.  153 ;  Smith  v. 
Smith,  2  Phillim.  152,  1  Eng.  Ec.  220;  Kempe  v.  Kempe,  1  Hag.  Ec.  532,  3  Eng. 
Ec.  233 ;  Butler  v.  Batler,  Milward,  629 ;  Bees  v.  Bees,  2  PhUlim.  387, 1  Eng.  Ec 
418 ;  Irwin  v.  DowUng,  Milward,  629 ;  Miller  v.  Miller,  6  Johns.  Ch.  91 ;  Banere 
V.  Bairere,  4  Johns.  Ch.  187;  Bedell  v.  Bedell,  I  Johns.  Ch.  604;  Williams  vu 
Williams,  4  Des.  183 ;  Dnrant  v,  Dnrant,  1  Hag.  Ec  528,  3  Eng.  Ec.  231 ;  Whia- 
pell  V,  Whispell,  4  Barh.  217 ;  Otway  v.  Otway,  2  Phillim.  109,  1  Eng.  Ec.  208 ; 
Bird  v.  Bird,  1  Lee,  418,  6  Eng.  Be.  396 ;  Lovett  v.  Lovett,  11  Ala.  763 ;  Ham- 
mond V,  Hammond,  CUurke,  151 ;  McGee,  v.  McQee,  10  Ga.  477,  490. 

*  Mytton  V,  Mytton,  3  Hag.  Ec.  657,  5  Eng.  Ec  249 ;  Burr  v.  Bnrr,  7  Hill 
N.  Y.  207 ;  Smith  9.  Smith,  2  Phillim.  235,  I  Eng.  Ec  244 ;  Turrel  v,  Torrel, 
2  Johns.  Ch.  891 ;  Bees  v.  Bees,  2  PhilHm.  387,  1  Eng.  Ec  418 ;  Williams  v. 
Williams,  4  DSa.  183 ;  Dqrant  0.  Dnrant,  I  Hag.  Ec  528,  3  Eng.  Ec  281 ;  CH- 
way  v.  Otway,  2  Phillim.  109,  1  Eng.  Ec.  203 ;  Hammond  v,  Hammond,  supra. 
In  New  Hampshire  it  has  been  even  held,  diat,  on  die  application  for  alimony  after 
diYorce  granted,  evidence  may  be  introduced  tending  to  refute  the  chatge  in  the 
Hbel.  Sheafii  v.  Sheafe,  4  Foet.  N.  H.  564.  As  to  which  point,  see  1  Bishop 
Crim.  Law,  §  633 ;  post,  515. 

«  Burr  V.  Buir,  7  Hill,  N.  Y.  207 ;  Dejamet  v,  Dejamet,  5  Dana,  499 ;  Peckfonl 
V.  Peckford,  1  Paige,  274 ;  Smith  9.  Smith,  2  Phillim.  235,  1  Eng.  Ec  244 ;  Thoni- 
berry  r.  Thombeny,  4  Litt.  252 ;  Hammond  v,  Hammond,  supra ;  Stewartson  v. 
Stewartson,  15  Bl.  145 ;  Seyein  v.  Severn,  7  Grant,  U.  C.  Ch.  109. 

*  Hammond  v.  Hammond,  supra. 

*  Bnrr  v.  Burr,  supra.  In  the  Court  of  Errors,  Nelson,  C.  J.,  in  this  case,  ob- 
served : ''  I  agvee  with  die  Chancellor,  and  die  decisions  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts 
fully  warrant  the  remark,  that,  if  a  few  years  of  affluence  can,  to  any  extent,  com- 
pensate her  for  the  more  than  thirty  years'  unparalleled  sufi^ngs  and  misery  which 
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the  oondition  in  life,  place  of  residence,  health,  and  employ- 
ment of  the  husband,  as  demanding  a  larger  or  smaller  sum 
for  his  own  support;^  the  condition  in  life,  circumstances, 
health,  place  of  residence,  and  consequent  necessary  expendi- 
tures of  the  wife;^  the  age  of  the  parties;^  and  whatever 
other  circumstances  may  address  themselves  to  a  sound  judi- 
cial  discretion."^  And  there  are  cases  in  which  the  allowance 
to  the  wife  will  be  offered  to  go  beyond  the  income,  and 
trench  upon  the  principal.^  Another  consideration  has  also 
entered  into  the  decision  of  this  question,  expressed  in  the 
words  of  Dr.  Lushington  as  follows  :  *^  In  decreeing  alimony 
in  1813,  I  have  some  recollection  that  Lord  Stowell,  upon 
being  pressed  to  give  a  larger  sum,  observed,  that,  if  he  could 
think  that  the  wife  would  be  able  to  obtain  it,  he  would 
make  a  more  ample  allowance,  but  that  the  allotment  of 
200/.  a  year  he  considered  would  be  more  beneficial  to  her ; 
and  the  difficulties  she  is  stated  to  have  experienced  in  re* 
spect  to  her  alimony  seem  to  bear  testimony  to  the  propriety 
of  that  decree.* 


she  hAs  endured,  either  by  the  gratification  of  her  feelings  in  the  remnneration  of 
those  who  have  sheltered  and  nourished  her  in  adversity,  or  in  procuring  her  those 
indulgences  and  comforts  which  her  age  and  health  may  require,  it  will  not  be  an 
improper  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  court — the  ample  means  of  the  husband 
Justifying  it  ^-  to  make  the  most  liberal  allowance." 

^  Hawkes  i;.  Hawkes,  1  Hag.  Be.  ftS6,  9  Eng.  £c.  830 ;  Kempe  0.  Kempe,  1 
Hag.  Be.  532,  3  Bng.  Be.  833. 

^  Finlay  1;.  Finlay,  Milward,  575 ;  Butler  v.  Butler,  Milward,  629 ;  Bursler  v. 
Bursler,  5  Pick.  427  ;  l^nce  r.  Prince,  1  Rich.  Bq.  282 ;  Qermond  v,  Germond,  4 
Pttge,  «48.  In  Lyn^  v.  Lynde,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  373,  2  Barb.  Ch.  72,  it  was  held* 
pending  suit,  that,  if  the  health  of  the  wife  is  such  as  absolutely  to  require  her  to 
travel  and  spend  some  tune  in  a  milder  climate,  the  court  has  power  to  allow  her  a 
gross  sum  for  the  purpose.  And  the  court,  in  this  case,  did  allow  her  four  hun- 
dred dollars  to  enable  her  to  go  and  spend  four  mondis  in  die  West  Indies  or  the 
Southern  States,  her  regular  ad  interim  alimony  to  be  suspended  in  the  mean  while. 

*  Ifiller  V.  Miller,  6  Johns.  Ch.  91 ;  Burr  v.  Burr,  7  Hill,  N.  T.  207  ;  Bieketts 
V.  Rickette,  4  Gill,  105 ;  Lovett  v.  Lovett,  11  Ala.  763. 

\  *  And  see  Russell  v.  RusseB,  4  Greene,  Iowa,  S6« 

*  Bwsler  v.  Bursler,  5  Pick.  487 ;  Germond  v.  Germond,  4  PsJge,  643.  And 
see  Lynde  ir.  Lynde,  2  Bari».  Ch.  78. 

«  Hefl  V,  Neil,  4  Hag.  Be.  873, 874. 
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^  458  [612  a].  The  general  summary  contained  in  the  last 
section  presents  a  view  of  the  case  substantially  just  in  prin* 
ciple ;  but  the  point  of  the  sources  of  the  income  requires  a 
further  examination.  It  has  already  been  said  in  these 
pages,^  that,  in  marriage,  the  parties  give  themselves  to  each 
other,  including  of  course  each  other's  property,  but  also  in- 
cluding each  other's  persons,  and  physical  and  mental  capa- 
bilities. If  a  wife  has  capacity  to  carry  on  business,  and  to 
earn  a  livelihood,  the  husband  has  his  rights  concerning  this 
capacity ;  if  the  husband  has  it,  the  wife  has  her  correspond- 
ing rights.  And  when  alimony  is  to  be  decreed,  whether 
between  parties  possessed  of  visible  fortune  or  not,  the  re- 
spective capacities,  as  thus  explained,  should  enter  largely  into 
the  calculation.  There  are  undoubtedly  instances  in  which 
the  wife's  duty  is  to  support  wholly  her  husband  by  her  own 
mental  and  physical  exertions.  And  though,  if  he  were  de- 
linquent in  the  duties  of  the  marriage,  on  account  of  which 
she  obtained  a  divorce  from  him,  he  would  then  have  lost  by 
his  own  fault  his  claim  Upon  her,  yet  she  would  have  no 
claim  on  him  for  alimony. 


II.    The  Amount  in  Temporary  Alimony. 

§  459  [613].  When  the  court  awards  temporary  alimony, 
it  takes  into  the  account  some  considerations  not  presenting 
themselves  In  connection  with  permanent  alimony.  One  of 
these  is,  that  the  husband  has  to  maintain  the  expenses  of 
the  suit  on  both  sides.^  It  is  also  to  be  considered,  that  the 
wife  has  not  established  her  cause.  If  she  is  plaintiff,  she 
may  fail  in  her  suit ;  ^  if  defendant,  the  bringing  of  the  accu- 

1  Vol.  L  s  820. 

s  Brifloo  V.  BriBco,  2  Hag.  Con.  199,  201 ;  Harris  v.  Harris,  1  Hag.  £c.  351,  3 
£ng.  Ec.  153. 

s  **  This  suit  is  brought  by  the  wife  for  cmelty  and  adaltery.  She  now  applies 
for  alimony  pending  the  snit ;  and  certainly  the  court  will  not  allow  the  same  as  if 
snch  a  charge  was  established  ;*  yet  I  think  the  nature  of  the  suit  is  to  be  consid- 
ered; die  change  is  made ;  the  answers  are  given  in ;  —  as  yet  there  is  no  allega- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  husband ;  there  is  no  ground  to  consider  the  suit  as  yezatioiis 
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sation  against  her  casts  over  her  a  shadow  which  should 
caase  her  to  live  in  comparative  seclusion  and  consequent 
economy  until  it  is  removed.^  **  Though,"  observes  Sir  John 
Nicholl,  **  the  court  cannot  assume  her  guilty  of  the  offence 
till  it  has  been  proved,  t»till  that  is  a  sort  of  charge  which 
ought  to  make  her  content  to  live  in  decent  retirement.  On 
that  account,  a  comparatively  small  allotment  is  given  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  the  suit"  And  the  peculiar  nature  and 
complexion  of  the  case  are  always  to  be  taken  into  the  ac- 
•count.^  Thus,  where  the  wife  sued  for  Mivorce,  and  the 
husband  denied  the  charge  under  oath,  this,  though  no  an- 
swer  to  her  claim  for  alimony,  was  still  held  to  be  proper 
matter  to  influence  the  court  in  fixing  the  sum.'  So,  when 
the  wife  is  complainant,  she  is  generally  understood  to  have 
a  better  claim  than  when  she  is  the  party  accused.^  And 
temporary  alimony  will  be  less  than  permanent.^ 

« 

§  460  [614].  The  ordinary  rule  of  temporary  alimony  is  to 
allow  the  wife  about  one-fifth  of  the  joint  income,  deducting, 
of  course,  the  income  from  the  wife's  separate  estate,  in  the 
way  already  explained.^  This  is  regarded  as  a  fair  medium, 
though  the  proportion  will  vary,  as  we  have  seen,^  according 
to  circumstances.'  When  the  necessities  and  claims  of  the 
wife  have  been  large,  one-fourth  has  been  allotted  ;^  and  Sir 


—  no  proceedings  appear  to  have  been  had  for  the  purpose  of  onnecessary  delay. 
Therefore  the  wife  has  a  right  to  be  maintained  with  some  reference  to  her  former 
comfortable  state — yet  with  moderation/'  Sir  John  Nicholl,  in  Smith  v.  Smith, 
2  Fhillim.  152,  I  Eng.  £c.  20. 

1  Hawkes  V.  Hawkes,  1  Hag.  Ec.  526,  d  Eng.  Ec.  230. 

«  Rees  r.  Rees,  2  Fhillim.  387, 1  Eng.  Ec.  418  ;  Morrill  v.  Moirill,  2  Baih.  480. 

>  Story  V.  Story,  Walk.  Mich.  421. 

*  Amos  V.  Amos,  3  Green  Ch.  171 ;  Shelford  Mar.  &  Diy.  590. 

*  Kempe  v.  Kempe,  1  Hag  Ec.  533,  3  Eng.  Ec.  233 ;  Otway  v.  Otway,  2  Fhil> 
lim.  109,  1  Eng.  Ec.  203 ;  Cooke  v.  Cooke,  2  Fhillim.  40, 1  Eng.  Ec.  178 ;  McGee 
V.  McQee,  10  Ga.  477, 490. 

«  Ante,  ^  455.  ?  Ante,  \  445-457. 

*  Hawkes  v,  Hawkes,  1  Hag.  Ec.  526,  3  Eng.  Ec.  230 ;  Brisco  v.  Brisco,  2  Hag. 
Con.  199,  201 ;  Rees  o.  Rees,  3  Fhillim.  387,  1  Engi  Ec.  418 ;  Hayward  v.  Hay. 
ward,  I  Swab.  &  T.  85. 

*  Finlay  v.  Finlay,  MUward,  575 ;  Irwin  v.  Dowling,  Mllward,  629. 
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John  NicboU,  in  oue  case,  where  the  husband  had  ander- 
taken  to  put  his  property  out  of  his  hands,  granted  the  wife 
502.  per  year  out  of  an  income  of  140/.,  and  refused  to  direct 
tbe  monition  not  to  issue  until  after  fifteen  days ;  observing : 
'^  Mrs.  B.  is  entitled  to  be  alimented  as  if  living  with  him  as 
his  wife,  and  the  wife  of  such  a  person  could  not  maintain 
hevself  decently  for  less  than  fifty  pounds  per  annum."  ^  So 
where  a  large  proportion  of  the  estate  came  from  the  wife,  * 
who  was  proceeding  against  her  husband,  and  the  general 
complexion  of  thd  case  appeared  quite  favorable  to  her,  she . 
was  allowed  200/.  in  addition  to  her  own  private  income  of 
300/.,  making  500/.,  while  the  income  of  the  husband  'was 
1,500/.  —  between  one-third  and  one-fourth  of  the  joint  in- 
come.^ On  the  other  hand,  in  different  and  peculiar  circum- 
stances, the  wife  has  been  obliged  to  accept  as  small  a 
proportion  as  one-eighth.^  Perhaps  a  less  proportion  will  be 
allowed  out  of  a  very  large  estate  than  a  small  one;  for, 
though  no  such  rule  exists  in  respect  to  permanent  alimony,^ 
«( there  may  be  good  reasons  for  giving  less  where  the  ques- 
tion is  on  alimony  during  the  suit ;  when  the  wife  is  to  live 
in  seclusion,  and  wants  a  mere  subsistence."  ^ 

§  461  [615].  In  New  York,  a  wife  proceeding  against  her 
husband,  is,  according  to  some  judicial  opinions  found  in  the 
reports,  allowed,  as  a  general  rule,  no  more  than  will  meet 
her  actual  wants. .  The  object  of  this  rule  is  to  discourage 
vexatious  suits,  and  other  like  abuses,  and  to  prevent  indis- 
creet friends  from  fomenting  family  quarrels.^    The  rule  is 


1  Brown  v.  Brown,  8  Hag.  Be.  5,  4  Eng.  Ec.  1 1.  Where  the  income  was  2M., 
and  the  hnshand  had  two  children  to  maintain  and  educate,  the  wife  was  allowed 
75/.  "  She  must  hare  the  meant  of  fnmiahing  herself  with  decent  snbsiBtenoe." 
Harris  v.  Harris,  1  Hag.  Ec.  351,  3  Eng.  Ec.  153. 

s  Smith  V.  Smith,  2  Phillim.  152,  1  Eng.  Ec.  220. 

'  Butler  V.  Butler,  Milwaid,  629.  Here  she  was  allowed  50/.  out  of  an  income 
of400;. 

*  Post,  \  462  and  note. 

>  Sir  John  Nicholl,  in  Ck>oke  v.  Cooke,  2  Phillim.  40, 1  Eng.  Ec.  178. 

^  Germond  v.  Qermond,  4  Paige,  643 ;  Lawrence  v.  Lawrence,  3  Paige,  267.  A 
similar  reasoning  is  also  adopted  in  Poynter  Mar.  &  Diy.  250.  But  in  New  York, 
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certainly  equitable ;  it  is  adapted  also  to  promote  the  euds  of 
jastice,  when  taken  in  connection  with  another  rule^  whicti 
sometimes,  at  least,  gnides  the  proceedings  in  New  York; 
namely,  to  let  the  permanent  alimony  when  awarded  com- 
mence from  the  date  of  the  snit,  deducting  from  it  the  tempo- 
rary allowance  already  paid  by  the  husband.^ 


III.    Ihe  AmamU  m  P^mument  Alimony. 

m 

^  462  [616J.  In  permanent  alimony,  the  rale  does  not 
prevail,  that  a  less  proportion  shall  be  given  to  the  wife  ont 
of  a  large  income  than  a  smail.^  Indeed  Sir  John  NichoU 
so^ested,  tboagh  he  did  not  consider  himself  authorized  to 
carry  the  suggestion  practically  to  its  full  length,  that,  when 
the  property  is  large,  the  considerations  are  reversed,  and  the 
proportion  should  be  greater.  ^'  It  is  the  delinquent  then  who 
should  have  the  mere  subsistence,  and  who  ought  to  live  in 
retirement"  ^    But  whether  the  income  is  large  or  small,  the 


where  a  husband  was  worth  $200,000,  the  court  ordered  him  to  paj  die  wife,  who 
was  pUuntiff  in  the  suit,  one  hundred  dollars  per  month  for  temporary  alimony,  be- 
sides paying  a  gross  sum  of  $250  toward  carrying  on  her  soit.  Denton  v.  Denton, 
1  Johns.  Ch.  364.  In  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  5  Bosw.  672,  the  wife's  temporary  ali- 
mony was  raised  from  $200  to  $250  per  month.  And  see  Mix  r.  Mix,  I  Johns. 
Ch.  108  i  Collins  o.  Collins,  2  Paige,  9 ;  Wright  v,  Wright,  I  Edw.  Ch.  62  ;  Wor- 
den  v.  Worden,  3  Edw.  Ch.  387;  Kirby  v,  Kirby,  1  Paige,  261.  The  nsnal 
matter-of-course  sum  allowed,  in  this  State,  to  the  wife  for  carrying  on  the  suit, 
seems  to  have  been  one  hundred  dollars.  Monroy  v.  Monroy,  1  Edw.  Ch.  882. 
But  it  may  be  less  or  more.  Longfellow  v.  Longfellow,  Clarke,  344 ;  Hammond 
0.  Hammond,  Clarke,  151.  In  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  supra,  the  wife  who  had  been 
allowed  $1,500  applied  for  more ;  but  she  fiuled  because  she  did  not  show  that  she 
had  expended  the  former  sum ;  the  court  said,  she  should  show  this,  then  more 
would  be  granted.  As  to  the  amount  of  the  allowance  elsewhere,  see  also  Bird  v. 
Bird,  1  Lee,  418,  5  Eng.  Ec.  396 ;  Amos  v.  Amos,  3  Green  Ch.  171 ;  Paterson  v. 
PaterBon,  I  Halst.  Ch.  389 ;  Purcell  v,  Puroell,  4  Hen.  &  Munf.  507 ;  D'Arusmont 
p.  D'Arusmont,  14  Law  Reporter,  311,  8  West.  Law  Journal,  548;  McGee  v. 
McGee,  10  Ga.  477,  491 ;  Coles  v.  Coles,  2  Md.  Ch.  341 ;  Collins  v.  Collins,  29 
Qa.  517  ;  Weber  v.  Weber,  1  Swab.  &  T.  219. 
'  1  Ante,  S  425  and  note.  <  Ante,  \  460. 

'  Cooke  V,  Cooke,  2  Phillim.  40,  1  Eng.  Be.  178.  I  hare  stated  the  doctrine  in 
the  text  according  to  my  understanding  of  this  case.  *  Shelford  cites  the  case,  how- 
eyer,  as  authority  for  saying,  under  the  head  of  permanent  alimony :  "  It  seems, 
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proportion  to  be  allotted  for  alimony,  on  the  delictum  of  the 
fiasband  being  established,  should,  as  we  have  seen,^  be 
greater  than  pending  the  sait.^ 

§  463  [617].  In  permanent  alimony,  as  we  have  seen  in 
temporary,^  there  is  no  established  proportion  of  the  income 
to  be  given  the  wife ;  ^  each  case  must  depend  upon  its  own 
particular  circumstances ;  no  two  cases  are  exactly  alike."  ^ 
The  proportion  ranges  from  one  half,  which  is  the  highest ; 
but  not  unfrequently  allowed  where  the  bulk  of  the  property 
came  originally  from  the  wife,  and  where  there  is  no  power 
in  the  court  to  restore  any  part  of  it  to  her  in  specie ;  ^  down 
through  two-fifths  —  *'  no  uncommon  proportion  "  •  —  to  one 
third; 7  between  which  outer  points  it  appears,  in  England, 
mostly  to  vibrate,  though  it  sometimes  descends  considerably 
lower. 

§  464*    It  would  seem,  from  some  reported  cases,  that  in 


that  a  laiger  proportion  is  given  oat  of  a  small  than  a  laige  income."  Shelfoid 
Mar.  &  DiY.  593.  In  Wadd.  Dig.  p.  58,  the  case  has  this  version,  —  "  It  would 
appear,  that  the  ooart  generally  g^ves  a  larger  proportion  where  die  income  is 
small,  except  where  the  hosband  acquires  his  subsistence  by  his  own  personal  ex- 
ertions." I  can  discover  in  the  case  no  such  doctrine ;  and,  —  Does  it  exist  in  rea- 
son ?  Aside  from  those  instances  in  which,  from  a  different  consideration,  the 
amount  of  alimony  is  sufibred  to  go  beyond  the  income  and  trench  upon  the  prin- 
cipal, ante,  ^  457,  why  should  the  proportion  be  less  out  of  a  laige  than  a  small 
estate  ?  People  are,  as  a  general  thing,  as  likely  to  live  up  to  their  income  when 
it  is  laige,  as  when  it  is  small,  and  it  is  as  proper  they  should ;  and,  when  the  hus- 
band dies,  the  wife's  proportion  is  the  same.  It  will  not  do  to  say,  that  a  certain 
sum  is  as  much  as  a  woman  can  reasonably  spend ;  there  is  no  limit  even  to  rea- 
sonable expenditures ;  especially  there  is  no  judicial  yard-stick  by  which  expendi- 
tures can  be  measured  off. 

1  Ante,  \  459! 

s  Smith  V.  Smith,  2  Phillim.  235,  I  Eng.  Ec.  244;  Otway  v.  Otway,  2  Phillim. 
109,  1  Eng.  Ec.  208. 

*  Ante,  §  459,  460. 

*  Smith  o.  Smith,  2  Phillim.  235, 1  Eng.  Be.  244. 

*  Smith  V.  Smith,  supra ;  Cooke  v.  Cooke,  2  Phillim.  40, 1  Eng.  Ec.  178 ;  Ot- 
way V,  Otway,  2  Phillim.  109, 1  Eng.  Ec.  208 ;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  cited  in  Cooke 
V.  Cooke,  supra. 

«  Street  v.  Street,  2  Add.  Ec.  I,  2  Eng.  Ec.  195. 

T  Ricketts  v.  Ricketts,  4  Gill,  105 ;  Pomiret  v.Pomflnt,  dted  in  Cooke  v.  COoke, 
supra. 
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the  present  English  Matrimonial  Court  one-third  of  the  hus- 
band's income  is  taken  as  a  sort  of  standard,  matter-of-course 
proportion  to  be  allowed  to  the  wife  for  permanent  alimony,^ 
—  from  which,  of  course,  variations  are  to  be  made  in  par- 
ticular cases,  according  to  the  priiifbiples  before  laid  down  in 
this  chapter.  And  a  late  English  writer,  who  appears  to  be 
familiar  with  the  every-day  practice  of  this  court,  says :  '^  It 
seems  now  settled  that  one-third  of  the  husband's  income  is 
the  usual  rate  at  which  permanent  alimony  will  be  allotted, 
but  it  is  liable  to  some  variation,  according  to  the  husband's  \ 
ability  to  pay,  and  the  conduct  of  the  parties."  ^ 

§  465  [618].  "  The  law,"  says  Sir  John  NichoU,  «  has  laid 
down  no  exact  proportion  ;  it  sometimes  gives  a  third ;  some- 
times- a  moiety ;  according  to  circumstances."  ^  In  Kempe 
V.  Kempe,  where  none  of  the  property  was  derived  from  the 
wife,  the  same  learned  judge  decreed  one-third  of  the  income 
to  her,  observing,  that  he  considered  it  a  liberal  allowance. 
"  There  is  no  reason,"  he  said,  "  why  the  allowance  should 
be  less  than  usual;  the  husband  has  neither  state  nor  family 
to  support,  —  he  is  living  in  retirement  on  his  half-pay  and 
private  fortune.  Hb  income  is  729/.,  besides  personal  prop-  * 
erty  worth  about  700/.,  making  altogether  an  income  of  rather 
more  than  750/.  per  annum.  Alimony  at  the  rate  of  250/.* 
per  annum  will  not  be  too  much,  as  Mrs.  Kempe  is,  I  appre- 
hend, willing  to  take  the  child.  If  she  declines  to  take  it,  the 
court  may  be  induced  somewhat  to  lessen  this  sum ;  but,  if 
the  refusal  proceeds  from  the  husband,  —  if  he  will  not  allow 
his  wife  the  comfort  of  retaining  her  infant, —  the  court, 
though  it  cannot  control  a  father's  rights,  would  not  be  dis- 

^  "  The  Jadge  Ordinary  allotted  alimony  at  the  nsnal  rate ;  namely,  one  third 
of  the  hnsband's  income,  saying/'  &c.  Hyde  v.  Hyde,  29  La^  J.  n.  b.  Mat. 
150, 151,  note.*  "The  Judge  Ordinary  reftued  to  allot  more  than  one  third,  as 
IM.  Wallis  had  brooght  her  hosband  no  property ;  it  appearing  from  the  reported 
caoBes,  that  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  only  allowed  a  moiety  when  a  large  propor- 
tion of  the  joint  property  had  come  from  the  wife."  Wallis  v.  Wallis,  29  Law  J. 
ir.  8.  Mat.  151,  note. 

'  Browning  Diy.  Pract.  89. 

*  Otway  V,  Otway,  2  Phillim.  109,  1  Eng.  £c.  208. 
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posed  to  hold  such  refusal  as  a  ground  for  reducing  the  al« 
lowance."  ^ 

§  466.  Where  the  court  has  a  jurisdiction  to  order  a  sepa- 
rate sum  to  be  paid  to  thcf  wife  for  the  support  of  such  minor 
children  as  are  intrusted  to  her  care,  she  will  not  be  permit- 
ted to  have  a  larger  sum  as'  alimony  on  the  ground  that  she 
has  the  children  to  provide  for ;  but»the  proper  course  for  her 
is  to  ask  for  the  special  order,  requiring  the  husband  to  pay, 
not  an  increased  alimony,  but  money  for  this  specific  pur- 
pose.^ 

§  467  [619].  If  we  look  at  the  reason  on  which  the  doc- 
trine of  alimony  rests,  we  shall  see,  that,  properly  and  justly, 
the  cases  must  be  rare  in  which  less  than  one  third  of  the 
income  is  to  be  given  for  alimony.  The  law  seems  to  recog- 
nize the  right  of  the  wife  to  use  one  third  or  more  of  the 
common  estate,  in  its  rules  concerning  dower  and  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  effects  of  a  deceased  husband.  And  on  principles 
of  natilral  justice  and  actual  need,  the  wife,  living  separate 
from  her  husband,  should  be  permitted  to  spend  one  third  as 
much  for  her  living  as  he  for  his.  This  would  be  making  no 
allowance  for  the  fact,  that  she  is  the  injured  party  ;  and,  if 
'money  could  do  any  thing  to  bind  ud  the^w^ounds  inflicted 
by  the  husband,  his  money  should  be  ordered  into  this  ser- 
.  vice.  When  we  look  at  the  cases,  we  do  find  some  in  which 
less  than  a  third  is  apparently  given.  Thus,  where  the  hus- 
band was  a  seller  of  venison,  and  his  business  yielded  300/. 
per  annum,  the  wife  was  allowed  75L  only.*  Where  he 
was  a  working  jeweller,  in  the  net  receipt  of  800/.,  the  wife's 


1  Kempe  v.  Eempe,  1  Hag.  Ee.  682,  8  Eng.  Ec.  288.  In  Lord  Pomfret's  case, 
the  income  was  18,000f.  per  annum,  the  alimony  given  was  4,0001. ;  the  laiger  part 
of  the  fortune  had  come  from  the  wife,  and  there  was  no  family ;  biit  the  husband 
was  a  peer,  and  had  his  rank  and  dignity  to  support.  Cited  in  Otway  v.  Otway,  S 
Phillim.  109, 1  Eng.  Ec.  208,  204.  See  also  Mytton  v,  Mytton,  8  Hag.  Ec.  667, 
5  Eng.  Ec.  249 ;  Westmeath  v,  Westmeath,  8  Knapp,  42. 

*  Hyde  v.  Hyde,  29  Law  J.,  x.  8.,  Mat.  150, 151,  note ;  Whieldon  v,  Whiel- 
don,  2  Swab,  ft  T.  888  ;  Foote  v.  Foote,  22  HI.  425. 

*  Briggs  9.  Briggs,  dted  in  Cooke  v,  Cooke,  2  Phillim.  40,  1  Eng.  Ec  178. 
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alimony  was  80/.^  In  a  case  of  great  profligacy  on  the  part 
of  the  hasband,  where  his  income  was  4,0002»,  the  wife  was 
allowed  600/.  in  addition  to  her  own  separate  income  of 
120/.;  but  there  the  husband  had  twelve  children  to  main- 
iain,  educate,  and  advance  in  Ufe.^  We  may  however  ob- 
serve, that,  in  most  and  probably  all  the  cases  in  which  the 
allowance  has  been  greatly  less  than  the  usual  standard,  this 
departure  from  it,  is,  on  ap  equitable  view,  only  apparent,  not 
real  For  instance,  where  a  husband  has  a  family  of  children 
to  suppor|,  his  true  income,  as  a  foundation  for  alimony, 
is  what  remains  after  the  proper  and  reasonable  expense  of  < 
providing  for  them  is  deducted.  And  where  the  husband,  not 
in  poseession  of  a  fortune,  is  obliged  to  rely  on  his  personal 
labor  and  exertions^  the  wife  should  also  contribute  hers  to 
the  general  fund ;  ^  so  that,  if  the  husband  earns,  for  exam- 
ple, a  thousand  dollars  per  year,  and  the  wife  two  hundred, 
and  the  court  allows  her  two  hundred  dollars  alimony,^  she 
receives  in  reality  one  third,  though  apparently  but  one  fifth, 
of  the  income.^ 


IV.    Views  applicable  alike  to  both  kinds  of  Alimony. 

§468  [619  a].  In  several  places,  during  the  discussions 
of  this  series  of  chapters,  we  have  departed  from  the  nude 
statement  of  the  law  as  set  down  in  the  decisions  of  the 
courts,  to  see  what  is  the  true  legal  doctrine  governing 
this  matter  of  alimony.  And  as  the  subject  seems  to  be 
not  well  understood  in  our  American  tribunals,  neither  prac- 
titioners nor  judges  will  complain  if  the  author  here  unfolds 
a  little  more  fully,  how  the  question  appears  to  him  to  lie. 
When  a  breach  of  matrimonial  duty  has  been  committed, 
sufiScient  in  extent  and  kind  to  authorize  the  injured  one  to 

1  Dawson  v,  DawBoo,  cited  lb. 

3  Darant  v.  Darant,  1  Hag.  Ec.  528,  3  Eng.  Be.  S81. 

*  Vol.  1,  i  821 ;  ante,  \  369,  note.  ^  Ante,  4  455. 

*  For  farther  cases,  see  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  25  N.  T.  501,  516;  Whieldon't;. 
WhieldoD,  2  Swab.  &  T.  388 ;  Inskeep  v.  Inskeep,  5  Iowa,  204. 
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separate  from  the  offender,  —  evidently,  on  reasons  already 

[given,^  the  offender  should  pay  to  the  other  as  much  as  will 
place  the  other  iq  a  pecuniary  condition  equal  to  what  would 
be  enjoyed  if  the  breach  had  not  taken  place.  This  propo- 
sition is  plain,  as  one  relating  to  strict  right  and  claim.  It  is 
sdso  plain,  that,  beyond  this  point,  if  the  court  can  properly 
go  beyond,  there  lies  a  wide  range  of  discretion  for*imposing 
damages  in  dbmpensation  for  an  injury  inflicted.  But,  in 
reason,  can  the  court  go  beyond  ?  That  a  wrong  has  been 
done,  and  therefore  in  reason  damages  are  due,  ^s  certain. 
•Certain  also  is  it,  that  the  law  provides  no  action  in  which 
to  recover  these  damages,  unless  the  suit  for  divorce  is  this 
action.  Now  we  have,  first,  the  injury  suffered,  entitling  to 
damages ;  secondly,  a  proceeding,  established  by  law,  where- 
in the  judge  has  a  discretion  to.  award  money,  and  no  specific 
rule  either  of  statutory  or  common  law  established  to  limit 
the  discretion  below  a'  consideration  of  the  damages.  The 
result  seems  therefore  to  be,  that,  in  awarding  alimony,  the 
court  should  take  this  matter  of  damages  into  its  considera- 
tion. But  even  if*  this  is  not  done  directly,  still  the  view 
thus  presented  should  prompt  the  judges,  in  awarding  ali- 
mony, to  lean  in  favor  of  the  wife,  injured  by  the  husband's 
conduct,  in  all  cases  where  they  entertain  doubt. 

§  469  [6196].  Another  matter  to  be  properly  borne  in  mind, 
while  yet  the  courts  have  no  power  directly  to  act  upon  it, 
is,  that,  in  reason,  the  husband,  under  some  circumstances, 
when  he  obtains  a  divorce  from  his  wife,  should  have  ali- 
mony of  her.^  But  these  circumstances  are  few;  because 
our  law  —  that  is,  our  common  law  — puts  the  property  into 
the  hands  of  the  husband,  to  be  used  by  him  for  his  own 
support,  and  the  support  of  his  family.  Yet  legislation  in 
some  of  the  States  is  setting  strongly  in  a  direction  ulti- 
mately to  exhibit  the  spectacle  of  rich  wives  supporting  poor 
husbands ;  and  of  husbands  defrauding  their  creditors,  while 
wealth  embraces  them  in  the  arms  of  their  wives.     This 

1  Ante,  {  871, 87S.  s  Ante,  S  458.- 
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condition  of  things  is  for  the  legislatures,  not  the  court49 ;  bat 
the  coarts,  seeing  these  things,  may  see  reason  also,  why 
they  should  not  feel  compunction,  when,  in  a,  proper  case, 
they  withhold  all  allowance  of  alimony  to  the  wife. 

§  470  [619  c].  Finally,  the  award  of  alimony  should  be 
made  with  a  constant  reference  to  the  husbai^s  temptation, 
having  wronged  his  wife  already,  to  wrong  her  out  of  what 
the  court  allows.  And  while  the  judge  will  exact  of  him  ' 
such  security  as  the  statute  or  the  rules  of  unwritten  law 
applicable  to  the  case  may  authorize,  he  will  also  be  pressed 
by  this  consideration  into  giving  her,  while  his  mandate  is 
useful  to  her,  the  full  sum  to  which  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  point. 

32*  [877] 
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STATUTORY  ALIMONY  AND  ALIMONY  AWARDED   ON  THB  DIS60LU- 

TION  OF  THB  MARRIAGE. 

§471  [619(f).  Thb  foregoing  principles  concerning  ali* 
mony  and  its  amount  have  been  chiiefly,  not  wholly,  drawn 
from  the  fountains  of  the  English  law,  as  it  existed  in  Eng- 
land while  the  divorce  was  only  from  bed  and  board.  To 
what  extent,  or  whether  at  all,  they  should  be  modified  in 
this  country,  and  especially  where  the  divorce  is  from  the 
bond  of  matriiQony,  may  depend  somewhat  on  the  peculiar 
jurisprudence  of  the  particular  State,  and  the  peculiar  lan- 
guage of  the  statutes  concerning  alimony  and  divorce,  where 
the  question  arises.  In  the  course  of  the  foregoing  discus- 
sions, some  suggestions  have  been  made  from  which  the 
views  of  the  writer  on  such  points  may  be  learned. 

§  472  [6S0].  Probably,  in  the  United  States,  the  cases  will 
be  rare  in  which  the  wife  will  be  entitled,  on  any  general 
principles,  to  so  large  a  proportion  as  one  half  of  the  hus- 
band's income  for  her  alimony,  whether  the  divorce  is  from 
bed  and  board,  or  from  the  bond  of  matrimony.  For  by 
the  statute  law  of  the  States  generally,  the  court  is  authorized 
to  restore  to  her,  especially  if  the  divorce  is  from  the  bond  of 
matrimony,  the  property  which  the  husband  received  in 
consequence  of  the  marriage ;  and,  when  this  is  done,  an 
important  element  in  the  cases  wherein  the  one-half  allow- 
ance has  been  made,  will  be  wanting.^  Indeed  the  tendency 
of  many  of  the  American  authorities,  if  any  tendency  can 

>  See,  ante,  f  4«4,  note. 
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be  imputed  to  them,  seems  to  be  to  put  the  proportion  at  a 
point  lower  than  the  English.  Even  in  the  case  of  Burr  v. 
Burr,  where  the  cruelty  had  been  very  flagrant,  and  ten 
thousand  dollars  per  annum  was  allowed  the  wife  for  ali- 
mony, this  sum  appears  not  to  have  been  more  than  one 
sixth,  or  9ne  fifth,  or  at  most  one  third,  of  the  probable  in- 
come ;  though  the  decision  did  not  apparently  proceed  alto- 
gether on  the  idea  of  giving  her  a  precise  proportion.  We 
may  notice,  however,  in  respect  to  this  case,  that  the  husband 
had  one  son  by  a  former  marriage  to  provide  for,  and  that 
the  wife  did  not  bring  any  considerable  proportion  of  the 
property  to  him, — elements  which,  we  have  seen,^  would  ope- 
rate to  make  the  amount  of  her  sdimony  less.^  In  the  Forrest 
divorce  case,  four  thousand  dollars  per  annum  were  allowed 
out  of  an  estate  estimated  at  some  three  hundred  thousand 
dollars.'  A  wife  in  Maryland  was  allowed  a  third,^  and  there 
are  other  American  precedents  for  a  third  ;^  and,  in  one  case, 
Chancellor  Walworth  observed :  <<  As  the  de/endant  cannot 
marry  again  during  the  life  of  the  complainant,  and  therefore 
will  not  want  property  for  the  support  bf  a  family,  if  the 
wife  had  been  perfectly  discreet,  prudent,  and  submissive  to 
her  husband,  I  should  have  allowed  her  half  of  this  prop- 
erty." ^  In  another  case  the  same  learned  judge  remarked : 
^^  When  the  amount  of  the  estate  is  considerable,  it  is  usual 
to  allow  the  wife,  for  permanent  alimony,  from  one  fourth  to 
one  half  thereof,  where  she  is  not  to  have  the  custody  of  the 
children  of  the  marriage."  ^  Yet,  in  truth,  the  majority  of 
the  American  cases  shed  but  little  light  on  this  subject, 
which  has  been  less  illumined  by  the  rays  from  our  American 

1  Ante.  457.  <  Burr  o.  Borr,  7  Hill,  N.  T.  907,  212, 10  Page>  20,  3S. 

*  Forrest  o.  FomBt,  25  N.  T.  501, 516. 
«  Bicketts  v.  Ricketts,  4  Qill,  105. 

*  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  4  Dei.  167;  Peckfbid  o.  Pe<M>id,  1  Paige,  274;  Ann- 
strong  9.  Armstrong,  32  Missis.  279,  291 ;  Miller  v.  Miller,  6  Johns.  Ch.  91 ; 
WtUiaoks  V.  Williams,  4  Des.  1S3.  Here  one-third  was  allowed  to  the  wife,  and 
the  care  of  the  daughters  committed  to  her ;  and  she  was  to  be  forther  paid  snch 
som  for  their  support  as  should  be  sufficient  to  board  and  educate  them. 

*  Pickford  v,  Pickford,  supra. 

7  Lawrence  o.  Lawrence,  S  Paige,  267.  • 

[879] 


■ 

I 


§  474  AOOOUPAKIMENTS  OF  MAIN  ISSUE.  [BOOK  V. 

juridical  science,  than  almost  any  other  within  their  appro- 
priate range.^ 

§  473  [620  a].  K  we  follow  the  reason  on  which  the  law 
of  alimony  rests,  we  shall  be  persuaded  that  the  English 
courts  have  erred  rather  in  giving  too  little  than  too  much. 
And  natural  was  it  for  them  to  err  in  this  direction  ;  because 
they  were  sitting  under  a  system  of  laws,  the  policy  of  which 
is  not  to  relieve  the  injured  party,  so  much  as.  by  all  possible 
means,  to  keep  the  parties  together;  even  when  the  union 
could  bring  only  misery  to  them,  and  bring  the  institution  of 
marriage  itself  into  disgrace  and  reproach.  Under  this  sys- 
tem of  laws,  therefore,  it  was  natural,  perhaps  right,  to  guard 
closely  this  institution  of  marriage  against  the  inroad  of  the 
idea,  that,  for  any  purpose,  under  any  circumstances,  was 
it  desirable  for  an  injured  one  to  leave  the  cohabitation,  un- 
less cohabitation  became  utterly  impossible.  In  this  country, 
we  hold  indeed  to  the  sacred  character  of  marriage,  to  its 
being  an  institution  of  perpetual  union  between  those  who  | 

enter  into  it ;  yet  we  hold  also,  that  it  is  not  an  institution  in 
which  the  wrongs  and  sufferings  of  human  beings  are  to  be 
buried  beneath  the  dods  of  a  musty  superstition,  so  deep  as  i 

to  exclude  the  voice  of  justice  from  ever  entering  there.    The  • 

^  policy  of  our  law,  therefore,  should  be  to  do  justice ;  and 
thus  to  give  to  the  injured  wife,  not  merely  what  necessity, 
but  what  justice,  demands.^ 

§  474  [621].  It  has  doubtless  occurred  also  to  the  reader, 
that  perhaps  somewhat  different  principles  should  control  the 

^  The  followiDg  additional  casea  may  be  oonsulted :  Thornberry  v.  Tboraberry, 
4  latt  252;  Fiahli  v.  Fishli,  2  Litt.  8d7  ;  Clark  v.  Clark,  Wright,  225 ;  White  v.         * 
White,  Wright,  188 ;  Amsden  v.  Amaden,  Wright,  66 ,'  Roberts  v.  Boberts,  Wright, 
149;   Miller  v.  Miller,  Sazton,  386;  Richmond  v.  Richmond,  I  Green  Ch.  90; 
Barrere  v.  Baixere,  4  Johns.  Ch.  187 ;  Bedell  v.  Bedell,  1  Johns.  Ch.  604;  Pta- 
ther  V.  Prather,  4  Des.  83 ;  Orrok  r.  Orrok,  1  Mass.  841 ;  Stewartson  v.  Stewart- 
»  son,  15  Bl.  145 ;  Bees  v.  Bees,  23  Ala.  785 ;  Rodman  o.  Radman,  5  Ind.  63 ; 
Swearingen  v,  Swearingen,  19  Ga.  265 ;  Wheeler  v.  Wheeler,  18  Bl.  89 ;  King  9. 
King,  28  Ala.  815 ;  Snover  v.  Snover,  2  Stock.  261. 
2  And  see  ante,  \  468. 
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corurts  when  allowing  statutory  alimony  on  a  divorce  from 
the  bond  of  matrimony,  from  those  which  govern  them  on 
the  div(9rce  from  bed  and  board.  If  so,  then  no  rales  could  be 
drawn  from  the  English  jurisprudence  to  regulate  the  matter 
absolutely,  where  the  divorce  is  from  the  bond  of  matri- 
mony ;  because,  in  England,  previous  to  the  year  1858,  no 
judicial  divorces  dissolving  the  bonds  of  a  marriage  origi- 
nally valid,  were  allowed.  The  exact  point  here  presented 
seems  not  to  have  been  considered,  to  any  great  extent,  by 
our  American  judges.  In  a  Tennessee  case,^  where  the  court 
was  called  upon  to  determine  the  proportion  of  property  it 
would  set  apart  to  the  wife,  under  a  statute  which  provided, 
that,  on  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  she  should 
have  decreed  to  her  such  part  of  the  real  and  personal  estate 
as  the  court  should  deem  proper,  consistently  with  the  nature 
of  the  case,2 —  Turley,  J.,  said :  "  It  is  to  be  observed,  that, 
•in  England,  divorces  a  vinculo  matrimonii  are  not  allowed  by 
law,  but  for  causes  which  vitiate  the  marriafp  in  its  incep- 
tion,«nd  render  it  void  ab  initio ;  therefore  all  the  questions, 
as  to  what  amount  of  alimony  shall  be  allowed  the  wife, 
have  arisen  upon  divorces  a  mensd  et  thoro;  and  the  practice 
in  such  cases  has  been,  not  to  decree  to  the  wife  absolutely  a 
portion  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  husband,  but 
only  to  allot  a  certain  portion  of  his  income  for  her  support, 
the  payment  of  which  may  be  secured  by. being  charged  upon 
his  estate.  The  reason  for  this  practice  seems  to  be,  that  the 
bonds  of  matrimony  have  not  been  dissolved ;  that  the  par- 
ties are  not  intended  to  be  restored  as  near  as  may  be  to  the 
same  situation  they  occupied  before  the  marriage ;  that  the 
wife,  not  having  it  in  her  power  to  establish  herself  in  life 
again  by  marriage,  has  no  need  for  anything  more  than  a 
comfortable  maintenance ;  and  that  the  law  still  looks  to  a 


1  Chunn  v.  Chann,  Mdgs,  181. 

<  Stat  1799,  c.  19,  which  has  smce  given  place  to  Stat.  1835,  c.  26.  The  latter 
statQte,  says  the  court,  makes  difierent  prorisions,  and  only  anthorizes  the  oonrt  to 
allot  almomf,  in  cases  of  divorce  a  vinculo,  as  in  cases  of  divorce  a  mengA."  Chnnn 
V.  ChonB,  snpra.  Yet  see  Robinson  v,  Robinson,  7  Hnmph.  440,  and  Payne  v, 
Payne,  4  Humph.  500,  where  a  division  of  the  property  was  made. 
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reconciliation  between  the  parties,  which  .would  be  rendered 
almost  impracticable  if  the  property  were  divided  absolutely, 
each  one  taking  his  own.  Yet  it  may  be  observed,^hat,  in 
the  case  of  Smith  v.  Smith,^  the  court  says :  '  As  it  is  a  rule 
of  equity  that  no  man  shall  take  advantage  of  his.  own 
wrong,  perhaps  it  would  be  just,  that,  where  the  husband 
violates  the  matrimonial  engagement,  and  the  fortune  origi-. 
nally  belonged  to  the  wife,  he  should  give  back  the  whole  of 
it'  There  seems  to  be  much  reason  in  this  remark  ;  a  con* 
trary  practice,  however,  has  prevailed  in  England,  which,  as 
applicable  to  divorces  a  menad  et  ihoro^  we  would  have  no 
disposition  to  unsettle. 

§  475  [622].  "  But,"  continues  the  judge,  "  in  our  opinion, 
a  very  different  rule  of  practice  ought  to  be  applied  to  cases 
of  'divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii.  There  the  bonds  of  matri- 
mony are  dissolved ;  there  the  parties  are  intended  to  be 
restored,  as  n^r  as  may  be,  to  the  same  situation  they  oc- 
cupied before  the  marriage ;  there  the  wife  has  it  in  her 
power  to  establish  herself  again  by  marriage ;  and  there 
the  law  looks  to  no  future  reconciliation  between  the  parties. 
Accordingly  it  has  always  been  held  in  England,  that,  in 
cases  of  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii^  the  wife  shall  take  all 
the  property  which  belonged  to  her  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage. But  it  is  said;  this  was  because  the  marriage  was  void 
a6  initio,  and  the  husband  acquired  no  right  to  her  property 
by  the  marriage.  This  is  true ;  and,  therefore,  there  is  no 
necessity  of  a  decree  of  a  court  divesting  his  title ;  but  this 
proves  nothing  more  than  the  truth  of  the  proposition,  that 
the  husband  acquired  no  right  by  the  marriage.  It  does  not 
prove,  nor  tend  to  piove,  that  it  would  not  liave  been  -equity 
and  justice  to  have  divested  these  rights,  if  he  had  acquired 
any.  On  the  contrary,  no  one  can  doubt,  that,  when  the 
bonds  of  matrimony  are  dissolved,  the  parties  ought  to  be 
placed  as  near  as  may  be  in  the  same  situation  they  occupied 


1  Smith  V.  Smith,  S  Phillim.  235,  1  Eng.  Ec.  244,  and  referred  to  in  Poynter 
liar.  &  Div.  252,  note ;  s.  p.  hi  Gooke  v.  Coolce,  2  PhilUm.  40, 1  £ng.  £c.  178. 
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before  the  marriage."  And  the  court,  in  this  case,  proceeded 
to  make  a  division  of  the  estate  —  a  topic,  however,  which 
we  shall  consider  by  itself  in  another  chapter  —  according  to 
the  principles  here  suggested.^ 

§  476  [623].  If  we  accede  to  the  propriety  of  the  views 
stated  by  the  Tennessee  court,  as  quoted  in  the  last  two  sec- 
tions, the  result  still  may  be,  that  they  are  not  to  be  applied 
in  adjusting  alimony.  And  perhaps  the  theory  of  alimony  is 
to  leave  the  parties,  as  to  property,  substantially  as  though 
no  cessation  of  the  cohabitation  had  taken  place ;  and  the 
theory  of  the  division  of  the  property,  under  the  statute,  to 
leave  them  substantially  either  as  though  the  marriage  had 
been  originally  void,  or  as  though  it  had  been  dissolved  Vy 
death.  But  be  this  asnt  may  in  regard  to  the  division  of  the 
property,  the  court,  in  awarding  alimony,  on  the  divorce  from 
the  bond  of  matrimony,  should  consider  the  very  different 
property  relations  which  follow  such  a  divorce,  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  from  those  which  follow  the  divorce  from  bed 
and  board. 

§  477.  Since  the  third  edition  of  this  work  was  published, 
matter  has  come  to  hand  enabling  the  writer,  not  only  to 
extend  the  discfission  somewhat,  but,  as  he  believes,  to  cast 
also  upon  the  subject  a  clearer  light  of  principle,  than  is  to 
be  found  in  the  earlier  editions.  The  English  Stat.  20  &  21 
Vict.  c.  85,  §  32,  provides,  that,  "the  court  may,  if  it  shall  think 
fit,  on  any  such  decree  [of  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matri- 
mony] order  that  the  husband  shaH  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court  secure  to  the  wifq'such  gtoss  sum  of  money,  or  such 
annual  sum  of  money  for  any  term  not  exceeding  her  own 
life,  as,  having  regard  to  her  fortune  (if  any),  to  the  ability 
of  the  husband,  and  to  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  it  shall 
deem  reasonable,"  &c.  And  it  is  held  by  the  Divorce  Court, 
that,  under  this  statute,  the  court  has  a  discretion  to  make, 


I  Chunn  i;.  Chnnn,  Meigs,  131.    To  the  same  effect  see  Chenault  i7.  Chenaalt, 
5  Sneed,  248. 
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for  a  wife  who  obtains  a  divorce  from  ber  hasband  for  his 
fault,  a  provision  in  the  nature  of  alimony.  But  in  making 
thii)  provision  in  the  nature  of  alimony,  the  late  Sir  C. 
Cresswell  considered,  that  the  rule  of  alimony  as  applied  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  to 'the  divorce  from  bed  and  board, 
does  not  furnish  the  proper  guide.  He  proceeds :  "  Very 
few  Divorce  Bills  were  found  at  the  instance  of  the  wife, 
and  I  cannot  find  any  one  in  which  the  husband  was  com- 
pelled to  make  provision  for  a  wife,  whA  elected  to  be 
divorced  from  him.  In  the  present  case,  the  wife  elects  to 
have  the  marriage  dissolved,  and,  although  she  had  strong 
grounds  for  complaint,  I  cannot  consider  her  as  in  a  position 
at  all  resembling  that  of  a  wife  divorced  a  mensd  et  thoro. 
SJjie  might  have  been  relieved  from  the  necessity  of  living 
with  her  husband  and  have  remained  his  wife,  but  her  elec- 
tion was  not  to  do  so.  Still,  although  she  did  so  elect,  having 
good  grounds  for  complaint,  the  respondent  may  be  consid- 
ered as  in  some  sort  depriving  her  of  her  position,  and  the 
legislature  no  doubt  intended  that  she  should  not  seek  a 
remedy  at  the  expense  of  being  left  destitute.  ,  Not  being 
able  to  derive  any  assistance  from  the  practice  of  Parliament 
or  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  I  must  take  on  myself  the  ardu- 
ous duty  of  deciding  what  is  reasonable  in  this  case.  I 
consider,  then,  that  the  wife  ought  not  to  b#  left  destitute ; 
on  the  other  hand,  I  think  it  would  not  be  politic  to  give  to 
wives  any  grea:t  pecuniary  interest  in  obtaining  a  dissolution 
of  the  marriage  tie.  The  petitioner  had  no  fortune  of  her 
own;  the  husband  has  some  fortune  and  trading 'profits,  but 
they  are  neither  large  nor  certain.  Unde(  stich  circumstances, 
I  think  I  ought  not  to  award  more  than  a  maintenance.  It 
is  stated  by  counsel  that  the  parties  had  agreed  that  the 
daughter  should  remain  with  her  mother,  and  be  maintained 
by  her ;  I  therefore  take  that  into  consideration.  The  next 
point  is  the  period  for  which  the  payment  to  the  petitioner 
shall  be  continued*  Had  she  been  divorced  a  mensd  et 
thoroy  and  had  afterwards  been  herself  guilty  of  adultery, 
she  would  have  become  liable  to  the  loss  of  her  alimony. 
If  hereafter  the  petitioner  should  become  guilty  of  immo- 
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rality,  it  would  be  •unreasonable  1o  call  upon  the  former  hus- 
band to  inaintain  her.  Again,  if  she  avails  herself  of  the 
freedom  conferred  by  the  decree  of  this  court,  and  marries 
again,  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  compel  the  former  hus- 
band to  maintain  her.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  so 
long  as  the  petitioner  leads  a  chaste  life,  and  remains  sole 
and  unmarried,  and  maintains  tbe  daughter,  the  respondent 
should  pay  her  an  annuity  of -lOO/.  per  annum,  payable 
quarterly,  at  the  four  usual  feasts;  the  first  payment  the 
next  quarter  day  after  decree.  In  the  event  of  the  death  or 
marriage  of  the  daughter,  to  b^  reduced  to  80/.  Deed  to 
be  prepared  by  conveyancing  counsel  to  secure  the  annuity 
on  such  fixed  property  as  respondent  has,  and  by  his  cove- 
nant Daughter  to  remain  in  custody  of  the  mother  until 
further  order." ' 

§  478.  In  New  York,  there  is  the  following  statute,  having 
reference  to  the  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony :  "  The 
court  may  make  a  further  decree  or  order  against  the  de-  ' 
fendant,  compelling  him  ....  to  provide  such  suitable  al- 
lowance to  the  complainant,  for  her  support,  as  the  court 
shall  deem  just,  having  regard  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
parties  respectively."  There  a  divorce  had  been  granted, 
to  a  wife  by  reason  of  the  adultery  of  her  husband,  and, 
pending  a  reference  to  determine  the  amount  of  alimony  to 
be  awarded  her  under  tbis  statute,  the  husband  applied  to 
the  court  for  leave  to  show,  among  other  things,  that,  since 
divorce  granted,  she,  too,  had  committed  adultery ;  and  he 
contended,  that  this  fact,  if  shown,  woald  operate,  in  law, 
either  to  reduce  the  amount  of  alimony,  or  to  bar  the  ali- 
mony altogether.  But  the  learned  tribunal  refused  to  receive 
evidence  of  such  alleged  subsequent  misconduct;  holding, 
that,  under  the  statute,  the  question  of  the  allotment  of  ali- 
mony must  be  referred  to  the  facts  as  they  stood  at  the  time 


»  Fisher  v.  Fisher,  2  Swab,  ft  T.  410,  413,  414.    And  see  RatcUff  v.  Ratcliff, 
I  Swab.  &  T.  467,  474 ;  Winstone  v.  Winstone,  2  Swab.  &.  T.  246. 
VOL.  II.  33  [885] 
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the  divorce  was  decreed,  and  that  subsequent  incontinence 
in  the  woman  (it  would  not  be  literal  adultery),  supposing 
it  to  exist,  would  furnish  no  ground  even  for  the  reduction 
of  alimony.    "  What  she  may  do,"  said  the  learned  chief 
justice,  "  after  she  has  been  divorced  and  the  marriage  rela- 
tion has  been  dissolved  by  reason  of  his  adultery,  can  affect 
no  matrimonial  engagement,  for  none  exists ;  nor  violate  any 
matrimonial  duty,  for  she  no  longer  owes  any  to  her  former 
husband."     Again:  ^' What  he  should  be  made  to  pay  as 
the  means  of  her  future  support,  according  to  all  general 
rules  of  judgment,  must  depend  upon  the  facts  which  create 
the  right  to  it ;  and  they  must  be  the  facts  existing,  and  as 
they  exist,  when  the  right  becomes  fixed  and  perfect"     This 
view  the  judge  deemed  to  be  aided  by  the  peculiar  phraseol- 
ogy of  the  statute.     He  summed  up  the  matter  as  follows : 
"  My  conclusion  is,  that,  when  a  woman  is  divorced  from 
her  husband  by  reason  of  his  adultery,  her  right  to  such 
suitable  allowance  as  may  be  just,  having  regard  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  parties  respectively  as  they  exist  at  the 
time   the   decree  is  pronounced,   is   perfect   and    absolute. 
"That  it  is  no  part  of  the  province  of  the  court  that  fixes 
the  amount,  to  watch  over  her  subsequent  conduct  in  life,  or 
to  take  proof  of  it,  as  a  ground  of  affecting  the  right  to  an 
allowance,  or  its  amount     That  her  subsequent  misconduct 
no  more  impairs  her  right  to  it  than  such  subsequent  mis- 
conduct would  impair  her  right  to  dower  or  to  a  distributive 
share  of  her  husband's  personal  estate,  if  he  had  died  intes- 
tate, and  no  divorce  had  been  pronounced.     That  whatever 
may  be  the  power  of  the  court,  under  particular  statutes  or 
in  the  absence  of  any  statute  affecting  the  question,  to  en- 
large or  diminish  the  amount  subsequently,  by  reason  of  an 
improvement  or  loss  of  the  faculties,  (the  property)  of  either 
or  both  of  them,  the  allowance  is  to  be  fixed  in  view  of  all 
the  circumstances  proper  to  be  considered,  as   they   exist 
at  the.  time  the  decree  is   pronounced."      The  court  was 
further  of  opinion,  that  the  woman  could  spend  the  money 
awarded  her  for  alimony  as  she  chose,  and  the  court  coidd 
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not  inquire  into  this  matter  on  an  application  to  make  the 
sum  less.^ 

*  ■ 

§  479.  In  a  Massachusetts  case  it  was  observed :  ''  Subse- 
quently to  the  matriage  of  Mrs.  Wyman  [a  woman  to  whom 
alimony  had  been  decreed  on  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of 
matrimony]  to  another  husband',  this  court  has  thought 
proper  to  reduce  the  amount  of  alimony  to  a  nominal  sum, 
and  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  necessary  or  proper  to 
charge  her  former  husband  for  her  future  support  ....  By 
her  subsequent  marriage  she  securecl  herself  other  resources 
for  her  support,  and  thus  voluntarily  furnished  the  ground 
for  the  reduction  of  the  alimony."^ 

§  480.  The  reader  has  seen  in  what  term|)  the  English 
and  New  York  statutes  are  expressed.'  How  far  those 
terms  did  or  should  influence  the  decisions,  and  modify  the 
general  doctrines  which  are  quoted  in  the  foregoing  sections, 
the  reader  can  judge  for  himself.  The  Pennsylvania  statute, 
under  which  alimony  is  sometimes  allowed,  —  not  to  the  in- 
nocent wife,  there  being  perhaps  for  her  other  statutory  pro- 
vision, but  to  the  guilty  wife,  against  whom  the  husband 
has  obtained  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony, —  is  in  the 
following  words:  "that  in  cases  of  divorce  under  this  act,  if 
the  application  shall  be  made  on  the  part  of  the  husband, 
the  court  granting  such  divorce  shall  allow  such  support  or 
alimony  to  the  wife,  as  her  husband's  circumstances  will 
admit  of,  and  as  the  said  court  may  deem  just  and  proper."  * 
The  more  general  provision,  applicable  to  divorces  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony,  contained  in  the  Iowa  statute,  is  the 
following :  "  When  a  divorce  is  decreed,  the  court  may  make 
such  order  in  relation  to  the  property  of  the  parties  and  the 


1  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  8  Bobw.  661,  698,  694, 698,  699,  opinion  by  BosWOrth,  C.J. 
Compare  this  case  with  Qriffin  v.  Griffin,  28  How.  N.  T.  Pr.  189,  21  lb.  864. 
^  Albee  o.  Wyman,  10  Gray,  222,  280,  opinion  by  Dewey,  J. 
*  Ante,  {  477,  478  «  Shoop's  Appeal,  10  Casey,  288.    See  ante,  \  876. 
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maintenance  of  the  wife  as  shall  be  right  and  proper."  And 
under  this  provision,  alimony  is,  among  other  things,  de- 
creed, though  the  term  alimony  is  not  found  in  it.^  There 
are,  in  our  States,  various  other  statutes  under  which  ali- 
mony, on  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  is  granted 
to  the  wife ;  and  perhajps  the  terms  in  which  some  of  them 
are  expressed,  may  more  directly  point  to  the  ecclesiastical 
rule  of  alimony,  than  do  these.  But  whatever  be  the  words, 
the  court  is  in  all  circumstances  required  to  look  into  the 
facts  of  each  case,  to  consider  the  legal  condition  in  which 
the  parties  will  atand  to  each  other  after  the  divorce,  and  to 
exejcise  a  sound  judicial  4liscretion. 

§  481  .[623  &]•  There  are  some  plain  propositions  of  com- 
mon sense,  governing  this  matter  of  alimony  on  a  divorce 
from  the  bon%  of  matrimony,  as  follows :  First.  The  inno-  * 
cent  party  should  not  be  left  to  suflfer  pecuniarily  for  having 
been  compelled,  by  the  conduct  of  the  other,  to  seek  the  di- 
vorce. Secondly.  The  wife,  made  thus  in  a  certain  sense  a 
widow,  should  not  usually  be  set  back  simply  where  she 
stood,  in  point  of  property,  when  she  entered  the  marriage. 
She  has  given  her  time,  her  virginity,  bar  earlier  bloom, 
where  she  has  been  rewarded  with  only  ill  faith  in  return 
for  her  faith*.  Thirdly*  She  should  not  stand  worse  than  if 
death,  instead  of  divorce,  had  dissolved  the  connection. 

§  482.  If,  therefore,  upon  this  divorce  from  the  bond  of 
matrimony  decreed  in  favor  of  a  wife,  the  statute  laws  of 
the  State  will  permit,  the  court,  irrespective  of  what  will  be 
ordered  as  alimony,  should  place  the  wife  (now  indeed  under 
coverture  no  longer)  who,  on  the  death  of  the  man,  will  not 
be  his  widow,  and  who  will  have  no  future  claim  upon  him 
growing  in  any  way  out  of  the  coverture,  in  as  good  a  situ- 
ation as  if  death,  instead  of  divorce,  had  broken  the  marriage 
bond,  and  she  bad  survived  as  his  widow.    Beyond  this 

^  Dnpont  t^  DapoDty  10  Iow%  US. 
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point  there  is  still  room  for  the  court  to  travel,  but  up  to  tfaia 
point  the  .way  would  seem  to  be  dear  in  every  cmiinary  case. 
Beyond  this  point,  then,  let  us  look*  In  some  circumstances, 
there  will  be  unexpended .  property  of  ibe  wife,  and  unoon« 
sumed  articles  of  hers,  brought  by  her  into  the  common  matri- 
monial fund,  the  legal  title  whereto  has  vested  in  the  husband; 
and,  in  many  cases,  perhaps  most,  but  not  in  all,  the  title,  if  the 
court  has  authority,  should  be  made  to  revest  in  the  woman. 
When  all  this  is  done,  there  may  still  be  left  a  margin  for 
alimony,  wider  or  narrower  according  to  circumstances.  The 
woman  should  still  have  such  further  decree,  if  further  be 
necessary,  that  she  will  not  be  made  to  suffer  in  her  pecuni- 
ary interests  for  having  sought  the  divorce ;  she  should  be 
left  as  well  off,  in  respect  to  the  means  of  livelihood,  as  if  the 
husband  had  not  broken  his  marriage  vow.  It  is  difficult  to 
*  make  this  suggestion  clearer  by  enlarging  upon  it,  therefore 
let  it  stand  as  it  is. 

§  483.  The  suggestions  of  the  last  section,  it  is  observed, 
contemplate,  besides  alimony  to  be  decreed  under  the  name 
of  alimony,  an  immediate  investing  also  of  actual  property 
in  the  woman.  Such  actual  property  so  invested  would  not 
be  forfeited  by  any  breaches  of  morality  she  might  commit,  or 
by  her  marrying  again.  And  when  the  court,  not  having 
authority  to  make  this  investiture,  or  not  deeming  it  best  to 
exercise  the  authority,  decrees  to  her  alimony  instead  of  what 
wotlld  be  due  her  on  this  view  of  the  case,  this  alimony  should 
not  be  taken  away,  though  she  should  commit  the  unlawful 
and  disgraceful  act  of  fornication,  or  the  lawful  and  honorable 
one  of  matrimony. 

§  484.  When,  however,  there  is  a  decree  of  alimony  ex- 
tending beyond  this  point,  it  certainly  seems  to  the  writer, 
that,  if  the  woman  misbehaves  herself  by  commerce  —  at 
least,  by  a  habitual  commerce  —  with  other  men,  this  further 
alimony  should  cease.  On  the  other  hand  also,  if  she  be- 
haves herself,  and  does  what  is  in  the  highest  degree  com- 
mendable, by  becoming  a  wife  to  a  second  husband,  receiving 

93^  •     [889] 
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her  support  from  him,  this  further  alimony  may  with  pro- 
priety be  likewise  discontinued.  Yet  it  cannot  be  any  part 
of  the  policy  of  the  law,  which  favors  matrimony,  so  to  shape 
its  rules  as  to  make  it  in  effect  penal  for  a  woman,  who  has 
obtained  anlivorce,  to  marry  a  second  time. 
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THS  fROOBDURB  WHBRBBY  THE  BBCRBB  FOR  ALIMONY  IS  OBTAINBD 

AND   ITS  PATMBNT  IS  BNVORCBD. 

Sbot.  466.  lotrodnotion. 

486-498.  PleadlogB  (n  nepaot  to  AUmony. 

494-496.  Evidenoe  in  Beipeot  to  Alimooy. 

497-600.  How  Decree  for  Alimony  is  made  and  enforced. 

601-608.  Obtaining  Security,  and  the  like,  for  its  payment 

§  485.  In  the  present  chapter,  the  following  matters  will 
be  discassed :  L  ThI  Pleadings  in  Respect  to  Alimony ;  II. 
The  Evidence  in  Respect  to  Alimony ;  HI.  How  the  Decree 
for  Alimony  is  made  aifd  enforced ;  IV.  Obtaining  Security, 
and  the  like,  for  the  Payment  of  Alimony. 


I.   7%e  Pleadings  in  Respect  to  Alimony. 

§  486.  So  far  as  the  writer  of  these  volumes  is  able  to  as- 
certain from  the  English  books,  neither  the  ecclesiastical  libel 
for  divorce,  nor  the  petition  made  use  of  in  the  present 
matrimonial  court,  contains  any  mention  of  the  husband's 
faculties,  or  ability  to  pay  alimony,  or  any  specific  prayer 
for  alimony.  There  was,  indeed,  in  the  libel,  in  connection 
with  the  specific,  prayer,  the  general  phrase  ^<  and  that  other- 
wise right  and  justice  may  be  efiectually  administered  in  the 
premises."  Likewise  accompanying  the  particular  prayer  of 
the  present  petition,  we  find  the  words  ^^  and  that  your  pe- 
titioner may  have  such  further  and  other  relief  in  the  prem- 
ises as  to  your  lordship  may  seem  meef 
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§  487.  Should,  then,  the  American  libel  for  divorce,  when 
presented  by  the  wife,  contain  a  statement  of  the  faculties  of 
the  husband,  and  a  prayer  for  either,  temporary  or  permanent 
alimony  ?  So  far  as  the  writer  of  these  volumes  has  had  an 
opportunity  to  'know  the  form  of  the  pleadings,  the  libel  in 
this  country  generally  makes  some  mention  of  the  husband^s 
ability  to  pay  alimony,  or,  at  least,  contains  a  prayer  for  ali« 
mony,  when  such  is  really  sought  by  the  complainant  At 
the  same  time,  the  insertion  of  this  matter  in  the  libel  may 
have  been  a  work  of  mere  abundant  caution,  not  essent^  to 
the  relief ;  and  the  writer  believes,  that,  in  most  of  our  States, 
the  law,  correctly  expounded,  is  so,  and  the  alimony  can  just 
as  well  be  had  without  any  mention  of  it,  oi'  of  the  husband's 
faculties,  as  with, — though,  singular  as  it  may  appear,  this 
point  seems  not  to  have  come  up  anywhere  for  adjudication* 

f  488.  Alimony  is  an  incident  to  a  divorce  suit ;  ^  but  it  is 
not,  in  separation  from  the  suit,  a  thing  of  litigation  ;  it  may 
accompany  the  main  proceedings ;  it  may  follow  them  in  the 
final  judgment ;  it  cannot  exist  in  judgment  where  the  divorce, 
or  the  proceeding  for  divorce,  does  not ;  and  it  is  difficult  to 
see  on  what  principle  this  matter  must  be  mentioned  in  the 
principal  pleadings,  any  more  than,  in  a  suit  at  the  common 
law,  the  costs  which  the  party  hopes  to  recover  must  be  so 
mentioned..  And  in  confirmation  of  this  view,  we  have,  as 
already  observed,  the  practice  in  England,  whence  our  un- 
written law  is  derived.  It  is  true,  that  alimony  is  allowed 
only  on  representation  made  to  the  court,  accompanied  by 
proofs  and  by  prayer ;  but  the  same  thing,  in  substance,  exists 
with  regard  to  common-law  costs. 

§  489,  A  party  who  would  obtain  alimony,  whether  tem- 
porary or  permanent,  must  in  some  way  make  application  for 
it  to  the  court^  In  Greorgia  it  was  said ;  <<  The  rule  i^  that 
in  a  suit  for  a  divorce  the  court  will,  upon  motion^  if  the  mar- 


^  Lawton  ».  Shotwell,  t1  Wbob,  SSO. 
s  Chaodler  v.  CliMidler,  IS  Ind.  49S. 
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riage  is  admitted^  order  the  husband  to  pay  to  the  wife  a  sum 
certain  for  her  support,  pendente  lUe^  and  for  the  expenses  of 
the  litigation,  and  he  will  be  in  contempt  if  he  does  not  pay 
it"  ^  There  is  a  New  York  case  which  holds,  that  an  appli- 
cation for  alimony,  pending  a  suit,  should  be  by  petition^  with 
proper  notice  to  the  other  party,  —  ^<this  is  the  usual  and 
proper  mode."  ^  The  difference,  however,  between  petition  and 
motion  in  such  a  case  may  not  always  be  very  material.  When 
jiiimony,  either  temporary  or  permanent,  has  been  awarded, 
and  a  party  wishes  to  have  the  amount  increased  or  dimin* 
ished,  he  makes  his  application  hy^  petition  ;  and  an  original 
bill,  or  other  original  proceeding,  for  this  purpose,  even  with 
respect  to  permanent  alimony,  after  the  principal  suit  has 
closed,  is  improper,  or,  at  least,  unnecessary.^ 

§  490.  In  the  present  English  Matrimonial  Court,  the  ap- 
pUcatiou  for  alimony,  whether  temporary  or  permanent,  is  by 
petition,  which  sets  forth  the  faculties  of  the  husband,  and 
prays  that  the  alimony  may  be  awarded.^  In  the  ecclesiasti- 
cal practice,  the  petition  was  called  an  allegation  offacuUiesfi 
This  form  of  petition  has  been  sometimes  used  in  this  coun- 
try;  it  is  always  proper ;  and,  if  the  libel  does  not  set  out 
the  faculties,  it  is  necessary.  And  the  writer  is  persuaded, 
that,  on  sound  principles  of  pleading,  even  if  the  libel  should 
mention  the  matter  of  the  faculties  and  alimony  in  general 
terms,^  it  should  not  descend  to  detail  here,  but  whatever  de- 
tail is  necessary  should  be  found  in  the  petition  for  alimony, 
or,  in  other  words,  the  allegation  of  faculties.  In  an  Ala- 
bama case,  where  the  question  was  upon  permanent  alimony. 


^  McGee  v.  McGee,  10  Qa.  477,  489,  opinion  by  Nisbet,  J.  And  see  Roaeberrj 
V.  Roseberry,  17  Ga.  139 ;  Swearingen  v,  Swearingen,  19  Gra.  £65. 

'  Longfellow  v,  Longfellow,  Clarke,  344.  And  see  Mix  v.  Mix,  1  Johns.  Ch. 
108 ;  Calver  v.  Cnlyer,  8  B.  Monr.  128 ;  Lewis  o.  Lewis,  8  Johns.  Ch.  519 ;  Os- 
good V.  Osgood,  2  Paige,  621 ;  Bray  o»  Bray,  2  HaUt.  Ch.  27. 

>  Snover  v,  Snover,  2  Beasley,  261 ;  Faff  v,  Paff,  Hopkins,  584 ;  Neil  v.  Neil,  4 
Hag.  Ec  273. 

*  Browning  Diy.  Pract  140.  »  Coote  Ec  Pract.  339 ;  ante,  4  447. 

«  Ante,  4  487. 
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and  the  court  below  had,  on  motion  and  simple  petition, 
while  granting  the  prayer  of  the  wife  for  her  divorce,  referred 
the  matter  to  a  master  to  inquire  and  report  concerning  the 
estate  of  the  husband,  and  the  husband  had  appeared  before 
the  master,  it  was  deemed  to  be  too  late  to  disturb  the  pro- 
ceedings. Yet  it  was  observed,  that  the  proper  course  would 
have  been  to  file,  instead  of  the  simple  petition,  an  allegation 
of  faculties.  ^^  The  allegation,"'  said  Ormond,  J.,  '<  is  made 
whilst  the  suit  is  in  progress  for  alimony  pending  the  suit,  or* 
after  the  decree  is  pronounced,  for  a  permanent  allowance."  In 
the  present  case,  ^^  it  •would  certainly  have  been  more  regular 
for  the  wife,  after  the  decree  was  passed,  to  have  filed  her  pe- 
tition setting  forth  the  estate  of  her  late  husband,  and  his 
answer  thereto  would  in  all  probability  have  dispensed  with 
the  necessity  of  a  reference."  ^  And  in  a  New  York  case.  Chan- 
cellor Walworth  observed :  "  If  a  proper  allegation  of  faculties 
was  filed  with  the  master,  and  the  answer  of  the  husband 
taken  to  the  same,  as  should  have  been  done  before  pro- 
'  ceeding  with  the  reference  fo  ascertain  the  proper  amount  of 
alimony,"  &c. ;  thus  recognizing  fully  the  same  practice.^  The 
practice  of  courts  will  differ  in  minor  particulars ;  but  there 
can  be  no  doubt,  that,  as  a  correct  principle  of  procedure,  the 
allegation  of  faculties  should  attend  every  divorce  cause, 
whether  before  an .  equity  court  or  a  court  of  common  law, 
wherein  either  temporary  or  permanent  alimony  is  demanded ; 
stiU,  the  name  of  the  allegation,  whether  it  be  called  an  alle- 
gation of  faculties  or  a  petition,  is  immaterial.  It  should  set 
forth  the  faculties  of  the  husband,  and  it  should  be  answered 
by  him.  The  answer  in  equity  should  be  under  oath ;  the 
answer  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  was  always  under  oath  ; 
the  same  is  true  of  the  answer  before  the  present  English 
Divorce  Court ;  and  no  reason  appears  why  any  court  in  our 
country  should  hesitate  to  require  the  oath.  Still  there  are 
doubtless  some  of  our  States  in  which  the  oath  to  such  an 
answer,  or  even  the  answer  itself,  has  never  been  required  in 


1  Lovett  V.  Loyett,  11  Ala.  763,  771. 

>  Kendall  t^.  Kendall,  1  Barb.  Ch.  610.    See  also  Wright  v,  Wright,  8  Texas,  168. 
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practice ;  and,  under  Buch  circumstances,  the  legal  adviser  of 
the  wife  would  hesitate  to  say  affirmatively,  that  a  single 
judge  would  feel  justified  in  ordering  it,  though  he  might 
with  more  confidence  apply  to  the  bench  of  judges  and  ask 
to  \{Q,Ve  a  standing  rule  made  to  this  effect. 

§  49!P.  Where  temporary  alimony  is  asked  for,  and  after- 
ward permanent  alimony,  shall  the  latter  be  decreed  upon 
the  same  allegation  of  faculties  upon  which  the  former  was 
ordered,  or  must  the  work  of  establishing  the  faculties  be 
gone  over  the  second  time  ?  This  is.  doubtless  a  matter 
which  must  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  case  and 
the  discretion  of  the  court.  In  most  cases,  an  arrangement 
concerning  the  temporary  alimony  may  be  practically  effected 
without  the  more  thorough  and  exact  examination  which 
is  or  may  be  required  to  fix  the  permanent  alimony.  Par- 
ticular rules  of  procedure,  whether  they  rest  in  custom  or 
in  written  rules  of  court,  should  receive  such  form  and  be  so 
applied  as  to  facilitate,  not  obstruct,  the  business  of  the  tri- 
bunal; they  should  be  made  to  save  labor,  save  expense, 
and  at  the  same  time  promote  justice. 

§  493.  Allusion  has  been  already  made  to  the  question, 
whether,  if  there  is  no  request  for  alimony,  and  no  decree  of 
alimony,  in  a  case,  and  the  decree  for  divorce  has  been  ren- 
dered, and  the  court  has  adjourned  for  the  term,  and  the 

• 

matter  has  been  thus  closed,  there  may  be  a  subsequent  pro- 
ceeding in  which  the  omission  can  be  supplied,  and  the  ali- 
mony can  be  granted.^  In  Massachusetts,  there  is  the 
following  statute :  ''  The  Supreme  Judicial  Court,  after  a 
decree  of  divorce  has  been  granted  on  the  libel  of  a  married 
woman,  may  at  any  time,  upon  petition  therefor,  make  such 
decree  respecting  alimony,  or  other  proviiion  for  her  main- 
tenance, or  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  the  parties,  as  it 
might  have  made  in  the  original  suit ;  although  no  such  de- 
cree of  alimony  or  other  provision  was  made  in  the  original 

'  >  Ante,  i  381, 883. 
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decree  of  divdree,  or  prayed  for  in  such  libel ;  and  it  may  fmm 
time  to  time  rerise  and  alter  BQch  decree,  as  the  cireum- 
stanees  of  the  parties  and  the  benefit  of  the  children  may  re- 
quire." ^  The  writer  is  informed,  that,  previous  to  the  pas- 
sage of  this  statute,  though  there  is  no  reported  ease,  .the 
judges  did  not  deem  themselves  authorized  to  exercise  the 
power,  as  to  alimony,  which  the  statute  confers.  In  the 
former  Court  of  Chancery,  in  New  York,  the  decree  used 
to  reserve  to  the  wife,  in  proper  cases,  the  right  to  go  before 
a  master  and  get  his  report  as  to  the  proper  allowance  for 
alimony ;  and  the  decree,  as  observed  by  Chancellor  Wal- 
worth, <^  might  direct  the  payment,  of  the  amount  which 
should  be  reported  by  the  master,  upon  the  coming  in  and 
confirmation  of  his  report."  *  And  tfiere  is  a  New  York  case, 
in  which,  while  the  point  we  are  now  discussing  is  not  de- 
cided, it  is  observed :  <'  The  suit  itself  was  in  fact  termi- 
nated by  the  final  decree ;  as  no  costs  were  awarded,  and  no 
right  was  reserved  to  the  wife  to  apply  for  alimony  for  her 
own  support."  it  was  however  held,  that,  in  such  a  case, 
the  wife,  after  her  marriage  to  another  husband,  jnight  in 
conjunction  with  such  second  husband  apply  to  the  court,  by 
petition,  for  an  order  giving  her  the  care  and  custody  of  a 
child  of  the  first  marriage,  without  reviving  the  suit ;  the 
poWer  given  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  by  the  statute,  in  a 
suit  for  divorce,  to  direct  as  to  the  care  and  custody  of  the 
children,  being  a  mere  collateral  power.^  Probably  a  correct 
view  of  this  matter,  as  to  alimony,  is,  that  it  depends  upon  a 
consideration  of  the  statutory  provisions  of  the  State ;  and 
that,  in  some  States,  under  their  statutes  and  peculiar  juris- 
prudence, the  alimony  may  be  awarded  at  any  time  after  the 
main  issue  is  closed,  though  no  mention  of  alimony  is  to  be 
found  in  the  proceedings  or  decree^  while*  in  other  States 
this  cannot  be  doxfe.^ 

1  Gen.  Stats,  c.  107,  4  48.  >  Cooledge,  v.  Cooledge,  1  Bwh.  Ch.  77. 

*  Cook  V,  Cook,  1  Barb.  Ch.  639. 

*  And  see  Lawson  v.  Sbotwell,  87  Missis.  630 ;  Winstone  v,  Winstone,  8  Swab. 
&  T.  846 ;  Shotwell  9.  Shotwell,  Sm.  &  M.  Cb.  51 ;  Foirest  o.  Fon^st,  3  Bosw. 
661 :  Bankston  o.  Bankston,  87  Missis.  698. 
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§  493.  Where  there  is  an  application  to  increase  or  reduce 
the  alimoRy  already  awarded,  the  petitioner  must  sufficiently 
show  the  facts  on  which  the  application  rests,  or  it  will  not 
be  successful.^  Various  other  matters  having  a  greater  or 
less  relevancy  to  our  present  discussion  will  be  found  inter- 
spersed through  the  foregoing  -chapters  relating  to  alimony. 


II.   !Z%6  Evidence  in  Respect  to  Alimony, 

§  494.  The  most  important  evidence  upon  which,  where 
the  English  practice  prevails,  alimony  is  decreed,  consists  in 
the  answer  of  the  husband,  under  oath,  to  the  wife's  allega- 
tion of  faculties.'  The  wife  is  not  bound  to  accept  the  an- 
swer, she  may  produce  further  testimony  if  she  pleases ;  but 
in  most  cases  she  does  accept  of  it,  and  it  therefore  settles 
the  matter  as  to  the  faculties.^  The  answer  is  to  be  con- 
strued most  strongly  against  the  husband,^  and  he  is  to  be 
presumed  to  have  made  all  needful  deductions  in  his  own 
favor.* 

§  495.  As  we  have  already  seen,®  it  is  or  has  been  the 
ctkstom  in  New  York,  on  decreeing  a  divorce  in  favor  of  the 
wife,  to  refer  the  question  of  the  amount  of  alimony  to  a 
master,  who,  aided  by  the  allegation  of  faculties  and  the 
husband's  answer  thereto,  and  by  the  other  facts  appearing  in 
the  case,  and  by  the  t.estimony  of  witnesses  whom  he  may 
summon  before  him,  makes  his  report  for  the  confirmation 
of  the  court.7     Still  this  course  was  never  necessary  even  in 


1  Saunders  v.  Saunders,  1  Swab.  &  T.  72,  73 ;  Shirley  9.  Wardrop,  1  Swab.  & 
T.817. 

«  Ante,  S  490. 

'  Brisco  V.  Briflco,  2  Hag.  Con.  199 ;  Higgs  v,  Higgs,  8  Hag.  Ec.  472 ;  Durant 
o.  Durant,  1  Hag.  £c.  528. 

*  Robinson  v,  Robinson,  2  Lee,  593,  594. 

s  Rees  9.  Rees,  3  Phillim.  387,  391.  >  Ante,  §  490. 

T  And  see  Mulock  v,  Mulock,  1  Edw.  Ch.  14.    In  some  cases  there  was  a  refer- 
ence to  the  master,  eren  with  respect  to  temporary  alimony.   Gerard  v,  Gerard, 
2  Barb.  Ch.  73.    See  also  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  6  Dner,  102. 
VOL.  n.  84  [  897  ] 
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New  Yark ;  but,  if  both  parties  requested  the  court  to  de- 
termine the  question  upon  the  facts  appearing  before  it^  this 
course  would  be  pursued.^  So,  generally,  where  the  facts  were 
sufficiently  before  the  court,  it  would  proceed,  without  the 
reference  to  the  master,  to  make  the  decree.^  In  New  Jersey, 
the  Chancellor  observed,  on  making  an  order  for  alimony 
pendente  Ute^  ^*  I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  refer  the  matter  to 
a  master.  That  course  may  be  taken,  but  I  have  never 
adopted  it."  ^  Where,  in  another  case,  the  question  was  upon 
permanent  alimony,  the  Chancellor  said :  <*  There  is  no  need  of 
referring  this  matter  to  a  master,  as  I  have  all  the  evidence 
before  me  which  would  enable  the  master  to  determine  the 
amount  proper  to  be  allowed."  ^  And  the  rule  in  New  Jersey 
seems  to  be,  where  the  question  is  of  permanent  alimony,  to 
refer  the  matter  to  a  master,  or  not,  according  to  the  circum- 
stances.^ And  in  Upper  Canada,  where  the  hearing  is  also 
before  a  court  of  equity,  it  is  deemed  not  necessary  to  refer 
the  matter  in  all  cases  to  the  master ;  and  the  court  will  not 
make  the  reference,  when,  by  passing  itself  upon  the  matter 
in  the  first  instance,  it  can  save  expense  to  suitors.  And  the 
observation  was  made,  that  in  the  English  Ecclesiastical 
Court  this  work  is  done  by  the  court  itself.^  Thus  stands 
the  matter  before  a  court  of  equity;  when  the  court  is 
one  of  common  law,  there  is,  of  course,  no  reference  to  a 
master. 

§  496.  Before  there  can  be  temporary  alimony  awarded, 
the  marriage  must  be  either  admitted  or  proved,^  and  there 
must  be  some  evidence  of  the  faculties.^     These  are  matters 


1  Peckibrd  v.  Peckford,  1  Paige,  274. 

*  Bairere  v.  Barrere,  4  Johns.  Ch.  187. 

*  Amos  V,  Amos,  8  Green,  Ch.  171, 172. 

*  Snorer  o.  Snoyer,  2  Stokt.  261.  . 

>  Miller  v.  Miller,  Sazton,  386;  Richmond  v.  Richmond,  1  Gfeen  Ch.  90; 
Braj  V.  Bray,  2  Halst  Ch.  27. 

«  Sonlee  v.  Soales,  8  Grant,  U.  C.  Ch.  113, 121. 

7  MitcheU  v.  MitdieU,  1  Spinks,  102 ;  Roaebeny  9.  Bosebenry,  17  Ga.  189.  And 
see  Kline  v,  Kline,  ,1  Philad.  383,  bottom  paging. 

»  Wright  V.  Wright,  8  Texas,  168. 
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which  have  already  been  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  pages.^ 
In  a  North  Carolina  case  it  was  held,  that  the  affidavit  of  a 
petitioner  for  temporary  alimony,  annexed  to  her  petition, 
wherein  she  sets  forth  the  amount  of  the  husband's  property, 
and  of  what  kind  it  consists,  is  sufficient  primd  fade  for  the 
court  to  act  upon,  in  making  the  order  for  the  alimony 
prayed.'  The  procedure  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  was 
such  as  to  put  the  parties  at  once  upon  their  oathd  as  to  the 
fact. of  a  marriage,  and  the  same  thing  is  at  present  effected 
in  England  by  the  rules  of  the  Matrimonial  Court  There 
seems  to  be  no  reason  requiring  the  marriage,  with  us,  to  be 
proved  in  any  formal  way ;  the  parties  may  be  put  to  their 
oaths  respecting  it,  or  the  proof  may  be  the  usual  interlo- 
cutory proof,  such  as  is  sufficient  upon  ordinary  motions.^ 


III.  Bow  the  Decree  for  Alimony  is  made  and  enforced. 

§  497.  The  reader  perceives,  that  the  decree  for  permanent 
alimony  need  not  be  made  at  the  same  time  with  the  decree 
for  divorce.  It  would  be  often,  and  indeed  generally,  incorrect 
to  try  the  distinct  issues  involved  in  the  question  of  the 
guilt  of  the  husband,  and  in  the  question  of  the  amount  of  ali- 
mony to  the  wife,  at  one  time,  and  before  one  jury,  or  before 
the  court ;  and  it  is  believed  that  no  such  practice  is  generally 
prevalent  in  this  country.  But  upon  this  and  some  kindred 
matters,  relative  to  both  temporary  and  permanent  alimony, 
the  writer  deems  it  not  best  to  say  more,  except  to  refer  in  a 
note  to  a  few  cases.^ 


^  Ante,  §  886,  40^-405. 

'  Graylord  v.  Graylord,  4  Jonos  Eq.  74. 

'  And  see  Farwell  v.  FarweU,  81  Biaine,  591 ;  Schmidt  u.  Schmidt,  26  Misso. 
285. 

*  Forrest  v,  Forrest,  3  Bosw.  661 ;  Reavis  v.  Beayis,  1  Scam.  242 ;  Shotwell  9- 
Shotwell,  Sm.  &  M.  Ch.  51 ;  Gose  v.  Qoss,  29  Ga.  109;  Bankston  v,  Bankston 
27  Missis.  692 ;  Pinckard  v.  Pinckard,  28  Ga.  286 ;  Fletcher  v.  Henlej,  13  La. 
An.  150 ;  Slocnm  v.  Slocam,  2  Philad.  217,  bottom  paging;  Dw^j  9.  Dwellj, 
46  Maine,  377. 
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§  498.  If  the  order  to  pay  to  the  wife  temporary  alimony, 
or  money  for  the  prosecation  or  defence  of  the  suit,  is  dis- 
obeyed, the  court  may  enforce  it  against  the  husband  by 
process  as  for  a  contempt ;  ^  or,  in  some  courts,  there  may  be 
an  execution  issued,  or  a  series  of  executions  issued  from 
time  to  time,  for  the  alimony  either  temporary  or  permanent 
which  has  been  ordered.^  There  are  various  methods  by 
which  the  payment  of  alimony  may  be  enforced  in  particular 
courts  and  under  particular  circumstances,  but  an  attempt  to 
consider  all  of  them  would  lead  us  too  far  into  considerations 
of  general  legal  practice.^ 

§  499.  Some  courts  hold,  that,  for  arrears  of  alimony,  an 
action  of  debt  may  be  maintained.^  By  other  courts,  the 
proceeding  by  scire  facicts  is  deemed  to  be  proper.^  And  we 
have  already  adverted  to  the  doctrine,  as  sustained  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  that  a  bill  in  equity 
will  in  such  a  case  lie.^  But  these  matters  depend  very  much 
upon  the  court,  as  to  whether  it  is  a  court  of  equity  or  of 
law,  in  which  the  decree  for  alimony  is  pronounced ;  upon  the 
terms  of  the  decree ;  and  perhaps  upon  some  other  like  things. 
The  general  doctrine  seems  to  be,  that  an  action  of  debt 


1  Qemrd  v.  Gerard,  S  Barb.  Ch.  73 ;  Ward  v.  Ward,  I  Swab.  &  T.  484 ;  Alex- 
ander V.  Alexander,  2  Swab.  &  T.  885  ;  Grimm  v,  Grimm,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  190 ; 
Ormebj  v.  Ormsbj,  1  Philad.  578,  bottom  paging ;  Ex  parte  Perkins,  18  Cal.  60  ; 
Dwelly  V,  Dwellj,  46  Maine,  877 ;  Pinckard  v.  Pinckard,  28  Ga.  286 ;  Thomas  o. 
Thomas,  2  Swab.  &  T.  64 ;  Davies  v.  DaWes,  2  Swab.  &  T.  487 ;  Hepworth  v.  Hep- 
worth,  2  Swab.  &  T.  414 ;  Bnsbj  v.  Bosbj,  2  Swab.  &  T.  388 ;  Pnrcell  v.  Parcell, 
4  Hen.  &  Mnnf.  507 ;  Gieenhill  o.  Gieenhill,  1  Cart.  Be.  462,  6  Eng.  Ec.  376. 

'  Fletcher  v,  Henlej,  13  La.  An.  150 ;  Schmidt  v.  Schmidt,  26  Misso.  285 ; 
Sheafe  9.  Sheaib,  86  N.  H.  155 ;  Sheafe  v.  Laighton,  26  N.  H.  240 ;  Piatt  v.  Piatt, 
-9  Ohio,  87;  Olin  v,  Hongerford,  10  Ohio,  268;  Onok  v,  Orrok,  I  Mass.  341 ; 
French  v.  French,  4  Mass.  587  ;  Howard  o.  Howard,  15  Biass.  196. 

*  See  Latham  v.  Latham,  2  Swab/  &  T.  299 ;  Bird  v.  Bird,  1  Lee,  572,  5  Eng. 
Ec  455 ;  Cason  v,  Oason,  15  Gra.  405. 

«  Clark  V,  Clark,  6  Watts  &  S.  85. 

^  Ante,  S  376,  note ;  Hewitt  v.  Hewitt,  1  Bland,  101 ;  Morton  v,  Morton,  4 
Cosh.  518. 

*  Ante,  4  203 ;  Barber  v.  Barber,  21  How.  17.  S.  582,  590,  591.  Bat  see  Bar- 
ber p.  Barber,  1  Chand.  280. 
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cannot  be  maintained  in  a  common-law  tribanal,  for  the  recov- 
ery of  money  decreed  in  a  court  of  equity.^  In  New  Jersey,  on 
a. suit  at  common  law  to  recover  alimony  and  costs- decreed 
by  the  equity  court  of  New  York,  the  plaintiff  was  held  not 
entitled  to  recover,  first,  because  no  suit  at  law  will  lie  on  a 
decree  in  equity ;  and,  secondly,  because,  in  the  nature  of  the 
decree  of  alimony,  it  cannot  be  enforced  in  this  way.  And 
on  the  latter  point  Hornblower,  C.  J.,  remarked :  ^^  Suppose  a 
decree  for  alimony,  and  afterwards  the  wife  should  return  to 
the  husband  and  be  reconciled ;  or  should  so  badly  conduct 
herself  as  to  entitle  the  husband,  in  equity,  to  be  relieved 
from  the  decree  ?  Or,  a  change  in  his  circumstances,  from 
competency  or  wealth  to  embarrassment  and  poverty,  under 
providential  dispensations,  that  would  induce  the  chancellor 
to  lessmi  the  amount  of  alimony?  ^^hat  could  a  court  of 
law  do  in  such  case  ?  We  could  only  give  judgment  and 
execution  for  the  whole  amount"  ^ 

§  SOOi.  When  alimony  is  in  arreiars,  the  usual  practice  is 
to  apply  to  the  court  in  which  the  decree  for  alimony  was 
rendered,  for  such  process  as  the  nature  of  the  case,  the  terms 
of  the  decree,  and  the  peculiar  constitution  of  the  tribunal 
may  require,'  The  application  is  a  proceeding  in  the  opginal 
suit,  not  the  institution  of  a  new  one,  wherefore  it  need  not 
be  commenced  or  carried  on  in  the  formal  manner  which 
the  Ifi^ws  provide  in  cases  of  original  proceedings.^  In  cir- 
cumstances wherein  this  summary  course  cannot  be  taken, 
by  reason  of  the  decree  being  a  foreign  one,  or  the  like,  the 
question  is  attended  with  considerable  embarrassment ;  but 
it  is  not  thought  best  to  discuss  the  matter  further  here. 


1  Hugh  V.  Higgs,  8  Wheat  697. 

*  Van  Bnsklrk  o.  Malock,  3  Harrison,  184, 193,  194. 

*  Hewitt  V.  Hewitt,  1  Bland,  101. 

*  Ljon  t;.  Ljon,  21  Ck>nn.  185.    And  see  Banman  v.  Baoman,  18  Ark.  320. 
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IV.    Obtaining  SecwrUy^  and  the  like^  for  the  Payment  of 

Alimony, 

§  501.  Id  some  States,  the  decree  for  alimony  is,  or  may 
be  made,  a  lien  on  the  real  estate  of  the  husband.^  In  other 
States,  there  are  processes  by  which  the  property  of  the  hus- 
band can  be  otherwise  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  the 
alimony.^  And  in  some^  perhaps  most^  of  the  States,  the  court 
can  require  the  husband  to  give  security  for  the  payment  of 
the  alimony.^ 

§  502.  In  South  Carolina,  where  a  husband  declared  his 
intention  to  abandon  his  wife,  and  to  carry  off  the  proceeds 
of  so  much  of  her  property  as  he  could  dispose  of,  the  court 
interfered  by  injunction,  and  compelled  him  to  make  a  set- 
tlement of  the  property  for  the  use  of  himself  and  wife.^ 
This  was  not  a  divorce  case ;  but  there  are  divorce  cases  in 
which  the  injunction  has  been  made  an  efficient  instrument 
for  securing  to  the  wife  her  alimony.  Thus  in  Maryland, 
where  a  wife  had  brought  her  suit  for  divorce  and  alimony 
.against  the  husband,  she,  pending  the  suit,  in  which  he  did 
^not  appear,  was  permitted  to  show,  that  he  was  entitled  to 
-certain  leasehold  property,  which  she  feared  he  might  convey 
away,  and  so  render  her  decree  for  alimony  practically  with- 
^out  avail ;  whereupon  an  injunction  was  awarded  against 
him,  prohibiting  his  alienating  any  of  the  property  of  the 
^existence  and  ownership  of  which  she  had  given  evidence.^ 
And  in  Indiana  it  has  been  laid  down,  that,  pending  a  wife's  bill 

ior  divorce  against  her  husband,  the  court  may  make  an  order 

. 

1  Olin  17.  Hangerford,  10  Ohio,  268 ;  Frakes  v.  Brown,  8  Blackf.  295 ;  Hamlin 
•  V.  Bevaos,  7  Ohio,  let  pt.  161.         * 

^  See  Goidery  v,  Gaideiy,  2  Mart.  La.  132 ;  Anonymoiu,  1  Hayw.  347 ;  Spiller  v, 
rSpiller,  1  Hayw,  482 ;  Feigley  v,  Feiglej,  7  Md.  537 ;  Frakes  v.  Brown,  2  Blackf.  295. 

>  Prather  o.  Prather,  4  Des.  33.    See  Rice  o.  Rice,  18  Ind.  562. 

*  Greenland  v.  Brown,  1  Dee.  1 96.  Bnt  see  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  9  N.  H.  309,  as  to 
.the  matter  under  the  restricted  Jarisdiction  in  equity  of  the  New  Hampshire  conrt. 

B  Ricketts  v  Ricketts,  4  GUI,  105. 
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restraining  the  husband  from  conveying  away  his  property 
during  such  pendedcy ;  but  this  will  not  affect  purchasers 
bona  fide  obtaining,  on  good  consideration,  title  of  him  with- 
out notice  of  the  order.^  In  Illinois  it  is  held,  that,  when  a 
divorce  is  decreed  in  favor  or  the  wife  against  her  husband, 
the  attendant  decree  should  not  direct  the  defendant  to  be 
perpetually  enjoined  from  selling  his  property,  and  impris- 
oned till  he  give  security  for  the  payment  of  the  alimony ; 
but,  instead  of  this,  it  should  make  the  alimony  a  lien  upon 
the  realty,  to  be  secured  by  mortgage,  and  a  sale  should  be 
enjoined  until  the  mortgage  is  completed.^  This  is  matter 
pertaining  to  the  final  decree ;  but,  on  the  filing  of  a  bill  for 
divorce  in  Illinois,  the  court  will,  on  application,  enjoin  the 
husband  against  disposing  of  his  property  pending  the  suit^ 

§  503.  In  other  States,  the  injunction  is  also  employed 
whenever  the  court  deems  it  to  be  necessary  and  proper. 
In  an  Alabama  case  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  wife  on  filing 
a  bill  for  divorce  alleges  she  has  just  cause  to  fear,  and 
does  fear,  that  on  the  filing  and  service  of  the  bill  her 
husband  will  remove  or  dispose  of  his  whole  property,  but 
gives  no  reasons  on  which  this  fear  is  founded,  an  injunc- 
tion should  not  issue ;  and  when,  in  such  a  case,  the  in- 
junction had  issued  on  an  ex  parte  application,  it  was  on 
motion  of  the  defendant  dissolved.  Said  Goldthwaite,  J.: 
^  The  allegations  of  the  bill  as  to  the  matters  which,  if 
proved,  would  be  a  good  cause  for  a  divorce,  are  not  of  them- 
selves a  sufficient  ground  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  the 
defendant  from  removing  or  disposing  of  his  property.  We 
do  not  say  they  might  not  be  looked  at  by  the  court  to  sup- 
port other  allegations,  which,  standing  alone,  would  not  be 
'sufficient.  In  the  present  case,  however,  the  complainant 
simply  alleges,  that  she  has  just  cause  to  fear,  and  does  fear, 
that  on  the  filing  of  the  bill  the  property  of  the  defendant 


^  Frakes  v.  Brown,  8  Blackf.  295.  ^ 

*  Errissman  v.  Brrissman,  25  Ul.  136.    See,  as  to  New  Hampshire,  Sheafe  v. 
Sheafe,  86  N.  H.  155 ;  Sheafe  v.  Laighton,  36  N.  H.  240. 

*  Beiigea  v.  Bergen,  22  Bl.  187 ;  and  see  Yanzant  v,  Yansant,  23  Bl.  536. 
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will  be  removed ;  but  upon  what  circumstances  this  fear  is 
founded,  we  are  entirely  in  the  dark.  Sbe  should  have  gone 
further,  and  €dleged  the  facts  which  gave  rise  to  these  fears, 
in  order  that  the  chancellor  might  see  there  was  some  ground 
for  them ;  but  she  does  not  even  refer  them  to  the  conduct 
of  the  defendant,  which  forms  the  gravamen  of  her  bill."  ^ 

§  504.  It  was  held  by  Chancellor  Walworth  in  New  York, 
that,  though  in  these  cases  the  wife  is  entitled  to  have  an  in* 
junction  issued,  restraining  the  husband  from  parting  with 
his  property  for  the  purpose  of  placing  it  beyond  the  pro* 
cess  of  the  court,  yet  the  injunction  should  not  forbid  his 
using  the  property  for  the  necessary  support  of  himself  and 
his  children,  or  working  with  his  tools  of  trade,  or  carry* 
ing  on  his  ordinary  business.  Moreover,  the  injunction 
should  not  be  granted  where  the  bill  would  be  bad  on  de- 
murrer.^ There  are  various  other  inddental  points  decided 
in  New  York.^  In  one  case  this  ^rned  lawyer  observed: 
^^  The  injunction,  receiver,  and  ne  exeat  may  all  properly  be 
made  use  of  to  aid  the  court  in  doing  justice  between  the 
parties.  The  husband,  who  is  guilty  of  adultery,  voluntarily 
subjects  himself  and  his  property  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
court,  so  far  as  to  enable  the  chancellor  to  order  his  property 
to  be  applied  to  the  support  of  his  family  during  the  litiga- 
tion and  afterwards.''  ^  In  some  other  States,  there  are  also 
decisions  sustaining  these  just  views  respecting  the  injunc- 
tion.^ The  reader  has  probably,  however,  considered,  that 
the  injunction  is  not  a  common-law  process,  it  is  a  process 
peculiar  to  equity  tribunals;  therefore,  though  there  is  no 
difficulty  in  an  equity  court  using  this  process,  it  might  not  be 
in  the  power  of  a  common-law  court  to  wield  it,  unless  the 


1  NorriB  V,  Nonu,  27  Ala.  519, 520.  *  Rose  v.  Rose,  11  Paige,  166. 

*  Laurie  v.  Laurie,  9  Paige,  284 ;  Kiri)j  v.  Kiri>y,  I  Pa^  261 ;  Yinoent  v. 
Parker,  7  Paige,  65. 

*  Kirby  v.  Kirbj,  supra,  p.  262. 

^  Wilflon  p.  Wilflon,  1  Des.  219 ;  Gilmore  v,  Gilmore,  5  Jones  Eq.  284;  Wilson 
V.  Wilson,  Wright,  128;  Qnestelr.  Questel,  Wright,  492 ;  Fishli  v.  Fishli,  2  Litt 
837. 
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power  were  conferred  by  statute.  The  statute,  to  give  the 
power,  need  not  convey  it  in  direct  terms ;  for  instance,  if  in 
general  language  a  common-law  court  were  authorized  to 
grant  divorces  and  to  employ  equity  processes  therein,  the 
court  could  undoubtedly  resort  to  the  injunction. 

§  505.  Of  the  equity  writ  of  ne  exeaty  the  like  observa- 
tion may  be  made  as  of  the  injunction.  A  court  of  equity 
may,  in  proper  cases,  employ  it  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
payment  of  alimony.  Mr.  Shelford,  in  his  work  on  Marriage 
and  Divorce,^  states  the  English  law  on  this  subject  as  fol- 
lows :  ^'  After  a  decree  for  alimony  has  been  obtained  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  the  husband,  in  order  to  ev^de 
payment,  is  going  out  of  the  kingdom,  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery will  exercise  jurisdiction  by  granting  the  writ  ne  exeat 
regno?  The  interference  of  the  court  in  granting  that  writ 
has  arisen  from  the  peculiar  circumstance,  that  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court  cannot  compel  the  husband  to  find  bail ;  ^  and, 
if  the  husband  makes  it  appear  that  he  does  not  intend  to 
leave  the  kingdom,  the  Courit  of  Chancery  will  not  grant  the 
writ,  although  he  may  not  intend  to  pay  the  alimony  which 
is  due  from  him.^  This  and  the  case  of  an  account  seem  to 
be  the  only  instances  in  which  a  writ  ne  exeat  regno  will  be 
granted  where  the  demand  is  not  merely  equitable fi 

§  506.  <*  It  is  clearly  settled  that  the  court  will  grant  a  writ 
ne  exeat  regno  for  arrears  of  alimony  actually  due ;  ^  but  the 
court  will  not  go  further,  for  neither  courts  of  law  nor  courts 
of  equity  are  entitled  to  judge  whether  a  woman  is  entitled 
to  alimony  or  not,  or  what  she  shall  ever  get.^  The  court 
will  grant  the  writ  ne  exeat  regno  for  a  gross  sum  actually 


1  Shelf.  Mfur.  &  DiV.  600,  601. 

*  Head  v.  Head,  8  Atk.  295 ;  Yandergncfat  v.  De  Blaqoiere,  8  Sim.  322 ;  Pearoe 
V.  LoBle,  Ambl.  75 ;  Smithson's  case,  2  Vent  845. 

.  *  Peanie  v.  Lisle,  Ambl.  75.  *  8  Sim.  822. 

*  Anonymous,  2  Atk.  210 ;  Howden  0.  'Rogers,  I  Yes.  &  B.  129. 

*  Read  0.  Bead,  1  Ch.  Cas.  115;  2  Ch.  R.  19;  Ex  parte  Whitmore,  Dick.  148. 
T  Hafley  0.  Haffby,  14  Yes.  261 ;  see  Cock  0.  Rayie,  6  Yes.  288. 
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due  on  a  sentence  obtained  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Conrt.^  But 
before  a  decree  is  made  for  alimony  and  separation}  the  court 
will  not  interfere,  for  it  cannot  take  for  granted  that  there 
will  be  a  decree,  and  shut  up  the  husband  pending  the  suit 
in  anticipation  of  such  a  decree.^  The  writ  in  all  these 
cases  must  be  marked  for  the  sum  actually  due ;  it  cannot 
be  for  the  value,  of  the  annuity  given  for  alimony.^  But 
although  there  should  have  been  a  decree  for  alimony,  the 
writ  will  not  issue  pending  an  appeal  by  the  husband  against 
the  sentence  allotting  alimony,  on  the  ground,  that,  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  if  there  is  an 
appeal,  the  alimony  given  by  the  decree  is  not  understood  to 
be  due.^  In  Roebuck  v.  Roebuck  ^  the  wife  obtained  a  sen- 
tence in  a  cause  for  adultery,  establishing  her  innocence,  ali- 
mony was  decreed  to  her  in  1785.  Afterwards  she  appealed, 
not  conceiving  the  alimony  sufficient  Pending  that  appeal 
she  filed  a  bill  for  a  writ  of  ne  exeat  regno^  her  husband 
threatened  to  leave  the  kingdom  to  avoid  paying  the  alimony 
already  decreed  and  the  increase,  and  J;he  writ  was  marked 
for  600^,  and  was  granted  pending  the  appeal  for  an  increase 
of  alimony. 

\  507.  ^  A  wife  applied  for  a  writ  ne  exeat  regno  to  pre- 
vent her  husband  from  leaving  the  kingdom,  which  he 
threatened,  till  a  suit  instituted  by  her  against  him  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  for  alimony,  charging  him  with  cruelty 
and  adultery,  should  be  determined.  The  Lord  Chancellor 
asked  for  what  sum  the  writ  should  be  marked,  and  upon 
being  told  that  it  must  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
he  said  that  the  question  he  asked  was  an  insurmountable 
objection,  and  thought  that  it  could  not  be  done  under  a 
notion  of  aiding  the  Ecclesiastical  Court^  An  affidavit  to 
found  such  a  writ  upon  must  not  only  say  that  the  defend- 

■ 

1  Shaftoe  v,  Shaftoe,  7  Vm.  172.  >  Ibid. 

*  DawBon  0.  DawBon,  7  Ves.  172.  «  Street  v.  Street,  Torn.  &  Boas.  322. 

*  Cited  7  Ve«.  172;  Beg.  lib.  B.  1787,  fol.  7 ;"  1  Vea.  Jan.  95,  n. 

*  Coglar  V.  Ck>glar,  1  Yes.  Jan.  94.  It  does  not  appear  what  became  ci  this 
case.    See  Beames  on  Ne  Bzeat  BegDO,  42,  2d  ed. 

[406] 


OHAP.  XXVm.]  PROOEDURB  IN  ALIMONY.  §  508 

ant  is  indebted  in  such  a  sum,  but  alsa  mention  the  facts  on 
which  it  arises,  and  on  which  it  is  grounded.^  The  rule  is, 
that  there  must  be  an  affidavit  positive  to  the  extent  that  the 
husband  is  going  abroad,  or  some  declaration  that  he  is"  ' 

§  508.  In  the  United  States,  the  question  of  the  writ  of 
ne  exeat  does  not  often  present  itself  in  the  same  way,  in 
divorce  cases,  in  which  it  does,  or  used  to,  in  England.  With 
us,  the  divorce  is  generally  granted  either  by  the  equity  court 
itself,  or  by  some  common-law  court  which  has  substantially 
equity  powers  in  the  premises.  When,  in  such  a  case,  sup- 
pose .  the  suit  is  for  alimony  alone,  or  for  divorce  and  ali- 
mony, the  wife,  pending  the  suit,  has  reason  to  believe  her 
husband  is  about  to  leave  the  State  to  avoid  paying  what 
she  may  recover,  she  may,  notwithstanding  the  difficulty  inti- 
mated in  the  above  extract  from  Shelford,  growing  out  of  the 
fact  of  the  amount  to  be  recovered  not  being  an  ascertained 
sum,  have  her  writ  of  ne  exe<U  against  her  husband,  accord- 
ing to  the  equity  practice.*  Where  the  affidavit  on  which 
the  writ  of  ne  exeat  was  asked,  was  filed  before  the  bill  for 
divorce,  this  was  held  to  be  irregular,  there  being  no  proceed- 
ing in  court  upon  the  subject  to  which  the  affidavit  related ; 
and  the  Chancellor  observed:  "  The  proper  course  is,  to  file^ 
the  bill  or  petition  for  divorce,  and  after  that  to  file  a  petition 
for  the  ne  exeatj  supported  by  the  necessary  affidavit,  sworn 
subsequently  to  the  filing  of  the  bill."  ^  In  one  case,  while 
a  proceeding  was  going  on  to  enforce  the  payment  of  ali- 
mony already  decreed,  the  wife  asked  for  a  writ  of  ne  exedt 
against  the  husband,  and  it  was  granted.^  This  case  falls 
clearly  within  the  English  precedents. 


1  AnonymoiiB,  2  Yes.  sen.  489;  1  Br.  C.  C.  875. 

*  Oldham  v.  Oldham,  7  Yes.  4ia 

*  Deoton  v.  Denton,  1  Johns.  Ch.  864;  McQee  v.  McGee,8  G«.  S96;  Prather 
o.  Prather,  4  Dee.  3d ;  Derail  v.  Deyall,  4  Des.  79 ;  Yule  v.  Yule,  2  Stockt.  Ch. 
138 ;  Eirby  o.  Kiiby,  1  Paige,  261 ;  Bayly  v.  Bayly,  2  Md.  Ch.  326. 

«  Bylandt  v.  Bylandt,  2  Halst.  Ch.  28. 

*  Lyon  V.  Lyon,  21  Conn.  185, 199,  note. 
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DIVISIOSr  OF  THB  PaOPBBTT  BBTWEKN  THB  PABTIB8  ON  A  DIVORCE 

VROM  THB  BOND   OF  MATBIHONT. 

§  509.  The  subject  to  be  discussed  in  the  present  chapter 
is  closely  allied  to  the  matter  which  'occupied  us  in  the 
chapter  before  the  last .  There  are  some  of  our  States  in 
which,  either  in  connection  with  a  decree  for  alimony  proper, 
or  without  such  decree,  the  court  on  pronouncing  a  divorce 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony  may  make  partition,  between 
the  parties,  of  the  property  which  in  law  was  vested  in  the 
husband.  This  is  one  of  the  means  which  legislation  has 
put  into  the  hands  of  the  courts  for  executing  justice  in  these 
cases. 

§  510  [624].  Let  us.  then,  follow  up  the  discussion  where- 
with the  chapter  before  the  last  was  occupied ;  and  inquire 
further  after  the  principles  to  be  applied  in  determining  the 
wife's  proportion,  on  making  the  division  now  under  con- 
sideration. In  Tennessee,  we  have  seen,  the  doctrine  is  laid, 
down  substantially,  to  divide  the  property  as  the  law  would 
have  done  if  the  marriage  had  been  pronounced  void  from 
the  beginning,  —  the  case  being  one  wherein  this  division  of 
property,  stands  in  the  stead  of  alimony.^  But  this  is  not 
the  rule  of  damages  prevailing  in  respect  to  other  contracts 
broken ;  except  at  the  election  of  an  innocent  party,  in  cir- 
cumstances wherein  he  is  allowed  to  repudiate  the  contract 
altogether,  and  treat  it  as  a  nullity  from  the  beginning.  And 
often  it  would  be  unjust  to  send  away  the  injured  wife  with 

I  Ante,  S  475 ;  Pajne  v.  Payne,  4  Homph.  500.    And  see  ante,  S  ^74  and  note. 
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simply  what  she  brought  to  her  husband,  or  with  it  and  a 
further  sum  merely  in  compensation  for  her  services  ren- 
dered since  the  marriage..  Indeed^  the  Kentucky  court  has 
expressly  decided  against  this  rule ;  ^  and,  in  Tennessee,  the 
doctrine  would  not  probably  be  applied  in  circumstances 
where  its  application  would  be  unjust  to  an  injured  wife; 
for  in  this  State  it  has  also  been  held,  in  a  case  which  still 
sheds  but  little  light  on  the  subject,  yet  where  no  property 
appears  to  have  come  to  the  husband  through  the  marriage, 
that  upon  a  divorce  a  vinculo  the  wife  is  entitled  to  a  fair 
proportion  of  her  husband's  estate  far  her  support,  and  that 
the  amount  is  within  the  legal  discretion  of  the  Chancellor, 
subject  to  the  revision  of  the  Supreme  Court  But  a  decree 
substantially  setting  apart  half  the  husband's  land  to  the 
wife  and  half  to  him,  during  their  respective  lives,  with  re- 
mainder to  their  children,  was  considered  to  be  objectionable 
as  giving  her  too  much,  and  so  not  warranted  by  law»^ 

*  §  511.  In  another  Tennessee  case,  the  terms  of  the  statute 
being  that  the  judge  shall  ^  decree  to  the  wife  so  divorced 
such  part  of  the  real  and  personal  property  of  the  husband  as 
the  court  shall  think  proper,"  &c.,  it  was  held  to  be  error  to 
allow  the  woman  a  larger  sum  than  the  total  amount  of  the 
husband's  property.  And  Mc Kinney,  J.,  observed :  '*  Upon 
a  divorce  of  this  nature  [from  the  bond  of  matrimony],  the 
wife  can  have  no  claim  to  the  future  earnings  or  acquisitions 
of  the  husband,  any  more  than  upon  his  protection,  society, 
or  other  conjugal  rights,  or  duty ;  he  is  alike  discharged  from 
them  all.  And  if^  upon  the  divorce,  nothing  can  be  given  to 
her,  or  less  than  may  be  suitable  to  her  rank  and  condition 
in  life,  by  reason  of  the  husband's  poverty,  it  is  her  mis- 
fortune, to  which  she  must  submit"  ^ 


1  Wtlmore  v.  Wilinoro,  Vh  B.  Monr.  49. 

^  Robinson  v,  Robinson,  7  Hamph.  440.  This  is  not  quite  the  entire  decree 
vpon  tfie  mbject.  Bat  see  Simons  v.  Simons,  23  Texas,  844 ;  Wright  v.  Wright, 
7  Texas,  526.    And  see  ante,  §  474,  note. 

s  Chenanlt  v.  Chenanlt,  9  Sneed,  248,  252. 

VOL  u.  .  35  [4^] 
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§  512  [625].  Another  proposition  appears  to  have  been,  to 
give  the  wife  at  least  as  much  as  she  would  be  entitled  to  if 
her  husband  were  dead ;  but  this  has  nowhere  been  adopted 
as  an  absolute  rule.^  Perhaps,  as  a  principle  ordinarily  ap- 
plicable, the  innocent  wife  should  neither  receive  less  than 
she  brought  to  her  husband,  nor  less  than  she  would  be 
entitled  to  if  he  were  dead,  leaving  the  way  open  for  less  in 
very  special  cases ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  giving  her  more,- 
where  more  would  be  required  on  a  just  and  cautious  appli- 
cation, to  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  individual  case, 
of  such  doctrines  as  were  considered  in  our  chapters  on 
alimony.^  In  the  Kentucky  Court  of  Appeals,  it  was  once 
observed :  ''  What  should  be  the  proportion  of  each  party  in 
the  division  is  left,  by  the  law,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 
This  case  is  one  in  which  we  think  the  court  ought  to  decree 
as  great  a  proportion  to  the  wife  as  any  which  could  occur 
would  authorize.  The  parties  are  without  children,  and  the 
wrong  done  by  the  defendant,  by  deserting  the  complainant, 
is  groundless  and  without  pretext.  We  think  she  ought  to 
be  decreed  the  use,  for  life,  of  one-third  of  his  real  estate, 
and  a  moiety  of  his  personal  estate."  ^ 

§  513  [626].  Under  statutes  authorizing  a  division  of  the 
property,  it  is  customary,  at  least  it  has  been  practised,  to 
give  a  portion  to  the  wife,  though  she  is  the  guilty  party. 
And  this  practice  has  sometimes  been  carried  to  the  very 
verge,  when  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  wholesome  rule,  that 
one  shall  not  profit  by  his  own  wrong.^  Thus  in  Alabama, 
the  statute  requires  the  court,  on  pronouncing  a  divorce,  ^  to 
order  and  decree  a  division  of  the  estate  of  the  parties,  in 

1  Thornbeiry  v.  ThornbeiTy,  4  Litt  251 ;  Jeans  v.  Jeans,  2  Barring.  Del.  148. 

?  On  this  sabject  the  reader  may  consult  the  amhorities  cited  supra,  in  this  sec^ 
tion,  and  ante,  §  445-^57.  Also  see  ante,  §  476-481.  Also  Holmes  v.  Holmes, 
Walk.  Missis.  474,  476 ;  Dejamet  v.  Dcjamet,  5  Dana,  499 ;  Tewksbnry  v.  Tewks- 
bary,  4  How.  Missis.  109 ;  Kingsberry  v.  Kingsberry,  S  Harring.  Dei.  8;  Maguire 
p.  Maguire,  7  Dana,  181 ;  Sanford  v.  Sanford,  5  Day,  353.  • 

s  Fislili  V.  Fishli,  2  Litt.  837.  See  also  Rudman  v.  Rndman,  5  Ind.  63 ;  Wright 
o.  Wright,  7  Texas,  526. 

*  Ante,  S  877-879. 
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snch  way  as  to  them  shall  seem  jast  and  right,  having  due 
regard  to  the  rights  of  each  party  and  their  children,  if  any ; 
provided,  however,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
constrned  to  compel  either  party  to  divest  him  or  herself  of 
the  title  to  real  estate.''  And  under  this  statute  it  is  held, 
that,  though  the  marriage  is  dissolved  at  the  prayer  of  the 
husband,  the  guilty  wife  may  claim  a  maintenance  out  of 
his  property.  Her  share  will  n^  be  as  great  as  when  she  is 
the  innocent  applicant ;  but,  it  was  judicially  observed :  "We 
are  clear  in  the  opinion,  that  no  construction  can  be  put 
upon  the  statute  which  would  authorize  the  court,  in  any 
case,  to  do  less  than  provide  a  maintenance  for  the  wife,  if 
the  estate  of  the  husband  is  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  We 
use  the  word  maintenance  in  preference  to  subsistence,  be* 
cause  we  think  the  statute  evidently  contemplated  something 
beyond  the  mere  support.  She  should  be  enabled,  if  her 
husband's  estate  were  such  as  to  justify  it,  to  live  in  such  a 
manner,  as  that,  if  possible,  she  may  regain  her  lost  standing 
in  society."  Accordingly,  where  a  decree  dissolving  the  mar- 
riage was .  pronounced  on  application  of  the  husband,  for 
the  cause  of  the  wife's  desertion, — the  parties  being  old, 
their,  children  being  grown  up  and  provided  for,  the  personal 
estate  being  valued  at  913,685,  consisting  mostly  of  slaves, 
and  the  real  being  valued  at  91,800,  their  joint  accumulation 
during  the  cohabitation,  and  she  having  no  separate  prop- 
erty,—  an  allowance  to  the  wife  of  one-third  of  the  personal 
estate  absolutely,  and  the  use  of  one-third  of  the  land  for 
her  life,  was  deemed  reasonable.  And  it  was  further  held, 
that  to  grant  her  thus  the  use  of  this  real  estate  was  not 
to  divest  him  of  his  title  to  it,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.^ 


>  Lovett  V.  Lovett,  II  Ala.  763.  Sec  also  McCafferty  v.  McCafierty,  S  Blackf. 
SIS,  an  Indiana  case,  where  the  court,  haying  decreed  that  the  complainant  should 
pajf  to  the  defendant  one  hundred  dollars  in  certain  instalments,  and  also  the  costs 
of  the  suit,  this  was  held  not  to  be  error.  The*jadgment  probably  proceeded  on 
the  Reyised  Statutes  of  1843,  c.  35,  §  60,  p.  604,  which  proyide,  that  "the  court 
shall,  in  all  cases  subordinate  to  the  preceding  proyisions,  regulate  the  diyision  and 
distribution  of  the  estate,  real  and  personal^  between  the  parties,  and  the  allowance 
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^  514  [627].  In  a  Kentucky  case,  which  embraced,  the 
singular  element,  that  the  court  below  had  erroneously  given 
the  husband  a  divorce  to  which  be  was  clearly  not  entitled, 
while  the  Court  of  Appeals  had  by  law  no  power  to  disturb, 
in  this  respect,  the  decree,^—  it  appearing,  that  the  defendant 
wife  was  in  every  way  peculiarly  estimable;  that  she  had 
been  fraudulently  removed  from  the  home  of  her  husband, 
who  evidently  was  desirous^to  get  rid  of  her ;  that  the  value 
of  the  estate  she  brought  to  him  on  the  marriage,  he  being  a 
widower  with  several  children,  and  she  a  maiden  lady,  was 
about  one  thousand  dollars ;  that  the  value  of  his  estate  was 
from  twelve  to  fifteen  thousand,  consisting  chiefly  of  land 
and  slaves, —  the  latter  court  restored  to  her  the  property  she 
originally  possessed,  and  gave  her  seven  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars  besides.' 

§  515  [628].  There  has  been  a  question,  whether  the  court, 
in  dividing  the  estate,  must  assign  to  the  wife  a  portion  of  it 
in  specie ;  or  whether  her  allowance  may  be  in  money,  when 
the  assignment  of  specific  property  is  less  convenient  A 
statute  of  Connecticut  provided,  that,  on  a  divorce,  ^  it  shall 
be  in  the  power  of  the  Superior  Court  to  assign,  to.  any 
woman  so  separated,  such  reasonable  part  of  the  estate  of 
her  late  husband  as  in  their  discretion  the  circumstances  of 
the  estate  may  admit,  hot  exceeding  one-third  part  thereof." 
The  provision  being  an  old  one,  Brainard,  J.,  observed  con- 

of  alimony  to  the  wife,  or  to  her  and  the  minor  children  committed  to  her  care  and 
cnatody,  according  to  eqoi^  and  good  conBcience,  haying  also  due  regard  to  the 
legal  and  equitable  rights  of  eadi  party;  but  nothing  contained  in  thia  article 
shall  authorize  the  court  to  direst  any  party  of  their  title  to,  or  interest  in,  any 
real  estate,  further  than  is  expressly  specified  herein."  And  see  Richardson  v. 
Wilson,  8  Yerg.  67 ;  Sheaie  v.  Sheafe,  4  Fost.  N.  H.  564. 

I  And  see  Thomberry  v,  Thombeny,  4  latt.  252 ;  Magmre  v,  Magnire,  7  Dana^ 
181 ;  Boggess  v.  Boggess,  4  Dana,  307. 

'  Pence  v.  Pence,  6  B.  Monr.  496.  See,  as  further  illustrating  the  topics  of  the 
foregoing  sections,  Fitts  v.  Fitts,  14  Texas,  443;  Trimble  v.  Trimble,  15  Texas, 
18;  Jackson  v,  Stewart^  20  Ga.l20;  Bonike  v,  Bouike,  8  Ind.  427;  Sharp  v. 
Sharp,  2  Sneed,  496 ;  Houston  «.  Houston,  4  Ind.  139, 141 ;  Wilmore  p.  Wilmore, 
15  B.  Monr.  49;  Kashaw  v.  Kashaw,  3  Cal.  312 ;  Hagerty  v.  Harwell,  16  Texas, 
663. 
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cerning  it:  ^This  particular  section  has  long  received  a 
particular  construction,  by  which,  whatever  doubts  I  might 
have  were  the  statute  of  recent  date,  I  now  feel  myself 
bound.  The  Superior  Court,  in  granting  d.  bill  of  divorce  to 
the  wife,  she  being  the  innocent  party,  have,  where  the  situa- 
tion of  the  estate  would  not  literally  aclmit  of  an  assignment 
of  a  part,  uniformly  decreed  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money. 
This  practical  construction  seems  clearly  to  be  within  the 
equity  of  the  statute,  the  object  of  which  was,  a  reasonable 
allowance  to  the  innocent  and  unfortunate  wife,  out  of  the 
estate  of  an  oifending  and  unprincipled  husband.  A  differ- 
ent construction  would  put  it  in  the  power  of  the  husband, 
owning  a  large  real  estate,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  an 
innocent  and  distressed  wife,  to  dispose  of  the  whole,  convert 
it  into  money,  and  leave  nothing  for  the  decree  to  operate  up- 
on." Therefore,  where  the  husband  was  an  inhabitant  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  and  there  owned  an  estate  worth  4,500 
dollars,  but  had  no  property  in  Connecticut,  yet  had  appeared 
by  attorney  to  the  wife's  suit;  the  court  decreed,  that  he 
should  pay  her  1,500  dollars,  being  a  sum  not  exceeding  one- 
third  part  of  his  estate,  together  with  her  costs  of  suit,  and, 
on  failure  to  pay  her,  as  a  penalty,  the  sum  of  3,000  dollars  9 
and  this  was  held  not  to  be  error.^  We  shall  presently  see, 
that  a  similar  view  of  the  question  has  been  taken  by  the 
tribunals  of  Indiana  and  Tennessee.'^ 

§  516  [629].  On  the  other  hand,  the  Kentucky  court, — 
under  an  act  which,  like  the  Alabama  one  before  mentioned,^ 
provides,  that  "  the  court,  on  pronouncing  the  decree  of  di- 
vorce, shall  regulate  and  order  the  division  of  the  estate,  real 
and  personal,  in  such  way  as  to  them  shall  seem  just  and 
right,  having  due  regard  to  each  party  and  the  children,  if 
any ;  provided,  however,  that  nothing  herein'  contained  shall 
be  construed  to  authorize  the  court  to  compel  either  of  the 
parties  to  divest  himself  or  herself  of  the  title  to  the  real 

^  Sanfbid  v.  Sftnford,  5  Daj,  858 ;  Ljon  9.  Lyon,  21  Conn.  185, 198. 
*  Post,  i  516.  *  *  Ante,  S  518* 
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estate,"  —  held)  that  the  estate  must  be  divided  in  specie,  and 
that  a  gross  sum  of  money  in  lieu  thereof  could  not  be  de* 
creed  to  the  wife.  The  court  also  held,  that  it  could  not,  in 
making  this  divitlion,  take  into  consideration  lands  situated 
in  another  State.^  3ut  when  the  same  wife,  the  husband 
having  lands  in  Indiana,  brought  afterward  in  Indiana  her 
biU  asking  for  a  division  to  be  made  of  those  lands  in  her 
favor,  or  for  alimony  out  of  them,  she  was  refused  ;  and  the 
court  held,  —  the  statutes  of  the  two  States^  being  alike, — 
that  the  Kentucky  tribunal  had  jurisdiction  of  the  whole 
matter ;  that  it  was  not  necessary,  on  granting  a  divorce,  to 
divide  the  property  in  specie,  if  such  division  could  not  be 
conveniently  or  properly  made ;  and  that  consequently  the 
Kentucky  tribunal  could  have  decreed  to  the  wife  an  annuity, 
or  a  gross  sum  of  money,  in  consideration  of  the  lands  in 
Indiana ;  or  could  have  assigned  to  her  use,  out  of  the  Ken* 
tucky  lands,  such  a  share  as  she  would  be  entitled  to,  on 
taking  the  whole  into  consideration.  If,  in  point  of  fact,  that 
court  had  failed  to  do  her  full  justice,  the  courts  of  Indiana 
could  not  interfere ;  for  the  principle,  that  a  matter  once  ad- 
judicated by  a  competent  tribunal  is  forever  at  rest,  embraces 
not  only  what  was  actually  determined,  but  whatever  else 
the  parties  might  have  litigated  in  the  c&use.  As  a  general 
rule,  however,  the  division  of  the  property  should  be  made 
in  specie,  not  by  the  decree  of  a  gross  sum  to  be  paid  the 
wife.^  Under  a  similar  statute  in  Tennessee,  it  was  held  to 
be  competent  for  the  court  to  give  the  wife  alimony,  instead 
of  a  specific  portion  of  the  husband's  property.^.  In  Iowa  the 
statute  provides,  that,  ^  when  a  divorce  is  decreed,  the  court 
may  make  such  order  in  relation  to  the  children  and  property 
of  the  parties,  and  the  maintenance  of  the  wife  as  shall  be 


1  Fishli  V.  Fishti,  2  Litt.  837.    See  Wilmore  v.  IPHlmore,  15  B.  Monr.  49. 

*  For  the  statote  of  Indiana,  see  ante,  §  513,  note. 

s  FiBchU  V.  Fischli,  1  Blackf.  S60 ;  .McKinney  o.  McEfainey,  cited  1  Blackf. 
363.  For  later  Indiana  dedsiojis,  see  Rioe  v.  Rice,  6  Ind.  100;  Green  v.  Green, 
7  Ind.  Its.     . 

*  Richardson  v.  Wilson,  8  Yeig.  67.  Bnt  see  D'Anumont  v,  D'Anumont,  14 
Law  Reporter,  31 1,  8  West  Law  Jouf,  548.    And  see  ante,  \  381, 388. 
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rigBt  and  proper."  And  it  is  held,  under  this  statute,  that,  on 
a  divorce  in  favor  of  the  wife,  the  court  has  power  to  set  off 
to  her  a  part  of  the  husband's  real  estate,  to  be  held  by  her 
in  fee-simple.^ 

§  517.  There  is  a  Georgia  case  in  which  a  consideration 
of  a  different  nature  from  what  we  have  discussed,  came  up 
to  influence  the  tiribunaL  The  husband  and  wife  had  sepa- 
rated by- mutual  agreement,  and  she  had  taken  back  the 
property  which  she  had  brought  to  the  marriage,  being  about 
one-sixth  of  the  whole  property  ;  afterward,  the  husband  pro- 
ceeded against  her  as  the  guilty  party' in  a  suit  for  divorce  ; 
and,  on  a  question  pendente  lite^  this  her  former  property 
which  she  had  taken  back  was  confirmed  to  her,  and  an 
additional  sum  was  given  her  to  meet  the  expense  of  the 
litigation,  but  she  was  allowed  nothing  further  for  temporary 
alimony.  Said  Lumpkin,  J. :  ''  When  the  separation  by 
agreement  took  place,  the  wife  was  content  to  take  back  the 
property  she  brought  into  the  marriage.  She  deemed  this 
enough  for  her  maintenance,  and  we  leave  her  to  abide  by  it. 
....  But  she  did  not,  perhaps,  anticipate  a  suit  for  a  di- 
vorce ;  and  this  is  an  additional  expense  that  she  has  been 
forced  to  incur  by  the  husband."  ^ 

§  518.  In  Georgia  also,  where  the  husband,  who  was 
libellant  in  a  divorce  case,  had  rendered  a  schedule  of  his 
property  under  oath,  and  obtained  a  verdict,  it  was  held,  that 
creditors  have  the  first  claim  to  the  property,  and  after  the 
payment  of  all  just  debts,  the  jury  may  award  a  portion  of  it 
to  either  the  libellant,  the  respondent,  or  the  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage, or  to  all.  And  it  was  observed,  that  the  term  '*  either" 
in  the  statute,  may  mean  "each"  or  "both."^  In  Delaware 
it  was  held,  that,  where  laud  is  assigned  to  the  wife  upon  a 
decree  of  divorce,  she  is  entitled  to  the  rents  from  the  confirm- 


1  Jolly  V.  Jolly,  1  Clfurke,  Iowa,  9.    As  to  New  Hampshire,  see  Whittier  v. 
WhitUer,  11  Fost.  N.  H.  452. 
>  Killiam  v,  Killiam,  25  Ga.  186, 188.     *    *  Jackson  v,  Stewart,  20  Ga.  120. 
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ation  of  the  commissioner's  returnJ  The  New  Hampshire 
statute  is  in  the  following  words :  **  Upon  any  decree  of  nul- 
lity or  divorce,  the  court  may  restore  to  the  wife  all  or  any 
part  of  her  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  and  may  as- 
sign to  her  such  part  of  the  real  or  personal  estate  of  her 
husband,  or  order  him  to  pay  such  sum  of  money,  as  may  be 
deemed  just  and  expedient"  And  it  is  held,  that,  under  this 
statute,  the  assignment  to  the  wife  of  a  part  of  the  husband's 
estate  upon  a  divorce  vests  the  title  in  her,  the  same  as  the 
assignment  of  a  bankrupt's  estate  vests  it  in  the  assignee. 
And  if  the  property  assigned  to  her  is  a  right  in  action,  she 
may  maintain  the  action  in  her  own  name.' 

§  519.  .Some  other  points  will  appear  in  the  cases  cited  in 
a  note,^  but  it  is  not  thought  best  to  extend  the  discussion 
further.  The  views  which  the  author  expressed  in  the  chapter 
before  the  last  are  so  full  as  to  render  unnecessary  any  gen- 
eral dbquisitions  in  this  chapter. 


1  Spicer  v,  Spicer,  5  Harring.  Del.  106. 

s  Whittier  p.  Whitder,  1 1  Fost.  N.  H.  45S. 

*  Sheaie  i;.  Sheafe,  40  N.  H.  516;  Logan  v.  Log;an,  2  B.  Monr.  142 ;  Stewaitson 
V.  Stewartson,  15  Bl.  145;  Beigen  v.  Bergen,  22  HI.  187 ;  Chapman  v.  Chapman, 
13  Ind.  896 ;  Jeans  v.  Jeans,  2  Harring.  Del.  142 ;  BImore  v.ELnore,  10  CaL  224 ; 
Roorke  v,  Roorke,  8  Ind.  427 ;  Bacon  p.  Bacon,  2  Swab  &  T.  86 ;  Thomas  v. 
Thomas,  2  Swab.  &  T.  89 ;  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  2  Swab.  &  T.  275 ;  Bent  v.  Bent, 
2  Swab.  &  T.  392. 
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THB  RE8T0BATI0N  TO  THB' WIFE  OF  HER  PROPERTY. 

§  620  [630],  In  some  of  the  States,  the  court  is  expressly 
authorized  by  statute  to  reinvest  in  the  wife,  on  granting  her 
a  divorce,  the  property  which  came  to  the  husband  in  conse- 
quence of  the  marriage.^  Thus  in  Virginia,  the  tribunal 
which  decrees  a  separation  from  bed  and  board  may,  among 
other  things,  <<  restore  to  the  injured  party,  as  far  as  practica- 
ble, the  rights  of  property  conferred  by  the  marriage  on  the 
other."  Under  this  provision,  the  Court  of  Appeals,  revers- 
ing the  decision  of  the  court  below,  held,  that  where,  before 
the  bringing  of  the  wife's  petition  on  which  a  decree  of  di- 
vorce from  bed  and  board  for  the  husband's  adulterv  was 
pronounced,  some  slaves  which  were  hers  before  the  mar- 
riage were  attached  by  his  creditors,  —  she  had  no  right,  as 
against  those  creditors,  to  have  this  property  restored  to  her. 
The  court  might  order  a  sale  of  as  many  of  the  slaves  as, 
with  the  hire  which  had  accrued  during  the  pendency  of  the 
suit,  would  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts  due  the  attaching 
creditors,  with  the  costs ;  and  secure  to  the  wife  the  rest  of 
them,  or  the  funds  arising  from  their  hire  or  sale,  as  far  as 
practicable,  having  due  regard  to  the  rights  of  others.^ 

•  §  521  [631].  In  Delaware  it  was  proposed,  on  the  hearing 
of  a  wife's  application  for  divorce,  to  inquire  into  waste  com- 
mitted by  the  husband  on  her  land,  both  before  and  since  the 


1  As  to  Maryland,  see  Tayman  9.  Tayman,  3  Md.  Ch.  393. 
*  Jennings  v.  Montague,  2  Grat  850.    Vsr  further  points,  see  Sharp  v.  Sharp,  3 
Snead,  49$ ;  Whittier  v.  Whittier,  11  Fost.  K.  H.  452. 
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filing  of  the  bill.  To  this  the  counsel  for  the  husband  ob- 
jected, on  the  ground,  that,  by  statute,  her  real  estate  was  to 
be  restored  of  course ;  and,  this  counsel  said,  her  allowance 
above  that  was  to  be  in  personal  property.  The  court  how- 
ever received  evidence  of  the  waste  committed  after,  not 
before,  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  observing :  "  The  hus- 
band would  be  entitled  to  all  the  proper  issues  from  the  wife's 
land  during  the  marriage ;  but,  if  he  has,  sin^^e  the  filing  of 
the  petition,  wantonly  wasted  the  inheritance,  the  court  can- 
not restore  to  her  all  her  lands,  and  make  a  '  reasonable  al- 
lowance out  of  the  husband's  real  and  personal  estate,' 
without  inquiring  into  and  compensating  her  for  this  de- 
struction."^ Yet  we  have  seen,^  that  courts  in  awarding 
alimony  to  the  wife,  look,  among  other  things,  to  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  toward  each  other  during  the  cohabitation,  and 
to  the  amount  and  value  of  the  property  the  wife  brought 
the  husband.  In  this  aspect,  by  analogy  to  the  rules  relating 
to  alimony,  it  would  seem  to  be  a  material  fact,  which  should 
enter  into  the  determination  of  the  wife's  allowance  in  the 
circumstances  just  stated,  that  his  fund  of  personal  property 
had  been  increased  in  consequence  of  waste  committed  on 
her  real  estate,  before,  as  well  as  after,  the  commencement  of 
her  suit. 

§  522.-  In  Massachusetts  a  statute  having  provided,  that, 
^  whenever  a  decree  of  divorce  from  bed  and  board  shall  be 
made,  because  of  the  cruelty  of  the  husband,  the  wife,  if 
there  be  no  issue  living  at  the  time  of  the  divorce,  shall  be 
restored  to  all  her  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  and 
be  allowed,"  &c. ;  and  a  decree  in  favor  of  a  wife  under  this 
statute  having  directed,  "  that  she  should  be  restored  to  all 
her  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments," — the  statute  and 
decree  were  together  held  to  give  to  the  wife  the  right  to  the 
immediate  occupancy  of  lands  belonging  to  her,  which  her 
husband  had  conveyed  away  by  his  deed ;  and  she  was  per- 


^  Qrabb  o.  Grabb,  1  Hairing.  Del.  616.  ^  ^t»,  f  457. 
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mitted  to  recover  possession  of  tbem,  by  writ,  against  his 
grantee.* 

§  623.  The  before-mentioned  Massachusetts  statute  did 
not  authorize  the  restoration  to  the  wife,  of  the  personal 
property  which  she  brought  to  the  marriage ;  and  the  Mas- 
sachusetts courts  did  not  hav^  this  authority,  as  to  personal 
property,  until  it  was  given  them  by  Stat  1828,  c.  55.^  But 
there  were  cases  in  which  this  authority  had  been  exercised 
before  the  latter  statute  was  enacted ;  and,  in  one  instance,  a 
woman  divorced  brought  her  suit  against  her  husband  '^  for 
certain  articles,"  says  the  report,  "  which  were  her  property 
at  the  time  [of  the  marriage]^  but  of  which  a  part  had  been 
consumed  in  the  family  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant, 
and  the  residue  sold  before  the  divorce."  The  decree  of  the 
court  on  which  this  action  was  founded  was,  *'  that  all  the  real 
and  personal  property  which  came  to  the  defendant  [in  the 
divorce  suit]  by  his  marriage  with  the  plaintiff  [In  the  di- 
vorce suit]  should  be  restored  to  her."  The  court,  without 
adverting  to  the  fact  that  even  the  decree  itself  was  un- 
authorized as  regards  the  personal  property,  held,  that  it  did 
not  include  such  of  this  species  of  property  as  had  been  sold 
or  consumed  previous  to  the  divorce.' 

§  524.  We .  shall  see,  in  the  proper  place,  that  a  (livorce 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony  entitles  the  wife,  at  the  common 
law,  of  its  own  force,  and  without  any  order  of  the  court,  to 
be  put  immediately  into  the  possession  of  her  real  estate. 
There  is  a  New  York  case  in  which  a  receiver  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  certain  real  estate  belonging  to  the  w^ife  had 
been  appointed,  then  the  wife  brought  against  the  husband 
her  bill  to  dissolve  the  marriage  by  reason  of  his  adultery ; 
and,  on  her  application,  the  receiver  was  ordered  to  pay 
into  court,  to  abide  the  result  of  the  divorce  suit,  the  moneys 


1  Kriger  v.  Day,  8  Pick.  316. 

*  Dean  v.  RicbmoDd,  5  Pick.  461 ;  Page  v.  Estes,  19  Pick.  269. 

*  Dean  v.  Dean,  6  Pick.  428. 
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which  accrued  from  these  lands.  Said  Chancellor  Wal- 
worth :  ^'  If  he  [the  husband]  has  been  guilty  of  adultery,  as 
she  alleges  in  her  bill,  he  has  forfeited  his  right  to  the  rents 
and  profits  of  her  estate,  by  this  violation  of  the  marriage 
contract.  And  if  she  succeeds  in  obtaining  a  decree  for  a 
divorce,  she  will  be  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  course,  to  her  real 
estate ;  and  to  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  from  the  time  of 
filing  the  bill,  so  far  as  he  has  not  actually  reduced  the  same 
to  his  possession."  ^ 


1  Vincent  v,  Parker,  7  Paige,  65,  66.    See,  as  to  the  Kentucky  law  on  the  snb- 
ject  of  this  chapter,  Williams  v,  Qooch,  3  Met.  Ky.  486. 
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CHAPTER    XXXI. 

THB  CUSTODT  AJSfD  6UPP0BT  OF  CHILDRBN. 

Sect.  625.    Intiodnotion.  * 

526-644.    The  Custody  as  connected  with  the  Diroroe  Suit. 
545-661.    The  Onttodjr  where  there  is  no  Divorce. 
652-669.    Support  of  the  Children  under  Deoree  of  Court. 

§  525.  Thb  fonner  editions  of  this  work  contained  a  chap- 
ter upon  the  custbdy  and  support  of  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage, as  connected  with,  or  dependent  upon,  the  suit  for 
divorce.  It  becomes  necessary,  in  the  enlargement  of  the 
scope  of  the  entire  work,  to.  enlarge  somewhat  the  scope  of 
this  chapter.  The  chapter  will,  therefore,  contain  some  dis« 
cussion  of  the  subject  as  it  relates  to  the  custody  where  the 
parties  are  living  separate  without  divorce.  We  shall  divide 
what  is  to  be  said,  as  follows :  L  The  Custody  as  connected 
with  the  Divorce  Suit ;  IL  The  Custody  where  there  is  no 
Divorce ;  IlL  The  Support  of  the  Children  under  Decree  of 
Court. 


L    T%e  Custody  as  connected  with  the  Divorce  9uU. 

§  526  [631  a}.  The  subject  of  the  custody  of  the  children 
during  the  proceedings  for  a  divorce,  and  after  their  termina- 
tion, did  not  in  England  until  recently  belong  properly  to 
the  divorce  law ;  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  never  having  had 
jurisdiction  over  this  matter.  But  by  the  statute  establishing 
the  present  Matrimonial  Court,  Stat.  20  &  21  Vict  c.  85,  §  35^ 
it  was  pmvided,  that,  *'in  any  suit  or  other  proceedings 
for  obtaining  a  judicial  separation  or  a  decree  of  nullity  of 
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marriage,  and  on  any  petition  for  dissolving  a  marriage,  the 
court  may,  from  time  to  time,  before  making  its  final  decree, 
make  such  interim  orders,  and  may  make  such  provision  in 
the  final  decree,  as  it  may  deem  just  and  proper  with  respect 
to  the  custody,  maintenance,  and  education  of  the  children, 
the  marriage  of  whose  parents  is  the  subject  of  such  suit  or 
other  proceeding ;  and  may,  if  it  shall  think  fit,  direct  proper 
proceedings  to  be  taken  for  placing  such  children  under  the 
protection  of  the  Court  of  Chancery."  Afterward,  by  Stat.  22 
&  23  Vict  ^  61,  §  4,  it  was  further  provided,  that  **  the  court, 
after  a  final  decree  of  judicial  separation,  nullity  of  marriage, 
or  dissolution  of  marriage,  may  upon  application  (by  petition) 
{(ft  this  purpose  make,  from  time  to  time,  all  such  orders 
and  provisions  with  respect  to  the  custody,  maintenance,  and* 
education  of  the  children,  the  marriage  of  whose  parents  was 
the  subject  of  the  decree,  or  for  placing  sxtch  children  under 
the  protection  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  as  might  have  been 
made  by  such  final  decree  or  by  interim  orders  in  case  the 
proceedings  for  obtaining  such  decree  were  still  pending;"  — 
one  of  the  objects  of  this  latter  provision  being  to  enable 
the  judge  to  vary  his  decree  respecting  the  custody,  from 
time  to  time,  after  the  main  cause  is  disposed  of,  as  altered 
circumstances  may  require.^  In  the  United  States,  the  di- 
vorce statutes  generally  give  to  the  tribunal  hearing  a  divorce 
cause  power  to  direct,  during  its  pendency  and  afterward, 
with  which  of  the  parties,  or  with  what  other  person,  the 
children  shall  be,  and  to  make  provision  out  of  the  husband's 
estate  for  their  maintenance. 

m 

§  527  [632].  The  father  is,  at  common  law,  in  some  sense, 
the  guardian  of  his  minor  children,  though  in  precisely  what 
sense  the  books  seem  not  to  be  agreed.^     When  he  dies, 


1  That  this  ooold  not  be  done  under  the  fonner  of  the  two  ads,  see  Robotham 
V.  Jlobotham,  1  Swab.  &  T.  190;  Sejmonrp.  Seymour,  1  ^wsb.&T.  333;  Cortif 
V.  CnrtU,  I  Swab.  &  T.  192;  Snggate  v.  Snggate,  1  Swab.  &  T.  49% 

'  Macphenon  on  InfantB,  52-62 ;  Miles  v.  Bojden,  3  Pick.  213 ;  Kenningham 
V,  McLaughlin,  3  T.  B.  Monr.  30;  Fonjih  v.  Kieakbaum,  7  T.  B.  Monr.  93; 
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the  guardianship  devolves,  not  to  its  full  extent,  on  the 
mother;^  but  partly  so,  and  whatever  guardianship  is  .hers, 
it  has  been  held,  perhaps  not  justly,  continues  in  her,  though 
she  is  married  a  second  time.^  Concerning  the  latter  point, 
a  difficulty  arises  from  the  fact,  well  settled  in  law,  that  the 
second  husband  is  not  under  obligation  to  support  the  wife'si  $ 
children  by  a  former  husband,  while  also  he  is  entitled  neither 
to  their  services  nor  their  society.^  And  indeed  other  au- 
thority recognizes  the  doctrine,  that  the  second-  marriage 
deprives,  to  some  extent  at  least,  the  mother  of  her  right  of 
custody  over  her  children  by  the  former  marriage.* 

§  528  [632].  The  father  is  likewise  under  a  strong  moral 
obligsAion,  which  the  law  recognizes,  to  provide  sustenance 
for  his  minor  children;  to  whose  earnings  he  is  entitled, 
while  he  maintains  them,  but  no  longer.^  At  the  common 
law  he  may  assign  to  another  their  services  during  minority ;  ® 


Isaacs  V.  Bojd,  5  Port.  388;  Wilson  v.  Wright,  Dudley,  Qa.  102;  Griffing  o. 
Hopkins,  Walk.  Mich.  49 ;  Jackson  v.  Clombs,  7  Cow.  86. 

^  Macpherson  on  Infitnts,  60,  65;  Eyre  v.  Shaftsbnry,  2  P.  Wms.  103, 116; 
Roach  V.  Garran,  1  Yes.  sen.  157, 158;  Mender  v.  Mendes,  3  Atk.  619,  624,  1 
Yes.  91 ;  Dedham  v,  Natick,  16  Mass.  135, 140;  Whipple  v.  Dow,  2  Mass.  415; 
Heyward  v.  Cathbert,  4  Des.  445 ;  Tilton  v,  Rassell,  It  Ala.  497 ;  Jones  v.  TotIs, 
4  Litt.  25 ;  Osbom  v.  Allen,  2  Dntcher,  388 ;  Cnrtis  v.  Curtis,  5  Gray,  535. 

>  Yillareal  v.  Mellish,  2  Swanst.  533;  Mellish  v.  De  Costa,  2  Atk.  14;  Arm- 
strong V.  Stone,  9  Grat.  102 ;  The  State  v.  Scott,  10  Post  N.  H.  274. 

*  Tnbbs  V.  Harrison,  4  T.  B.  118 ;  Worcester  v.  Merchant,  14  Pick.  510 ;  Com- 
monwealth V,  Hamilton,  6  Mass.  278 ;  Williams  v.  Hatchinson,  5  Barb.  122, 3  Comst. 
312;  Bmsh  v.  Blanchaid,  18  HI.  46. 

*  The  State  v,  Scott,  10  Post.  N.  H.  274. 

*  Benson  v.  Bemin^n,  2>iass.  118;  Nightingale  v,  Withington,  15  Mass.  272, 
275 ;  Bishop  v.  Shepherd,  23  Pick.  492 ;  Wodell  v.  Coggeshall,  2  Met.  89 ;  Shute 
V.  Dorr,  5  Wend.  204 ;  Morse  v.  Welton,  6  Conn.  547 ;  Chase  v.  Smith,  5  Yt.  556 ; 
Emery  v.  Gowen,  4  Greenl.  33 ;  The  Etna,  Ware,  462 ;  Lord  v.  Poor,  23  Maine, 
569;  Steele  v.  Thatcher,  Ware,  91 ;  Stone  v.  Pulsipher,  16  Yt  428;  Godfrey  v. 
Hays,  6  Ala.  501 ;  White  v.  Henry,  24  Maine,  531 ;  Bell  v.  Hallenbeck,  Wright, 
751 ;  Ford  t;.  Monroe,  20  Wend.  210 ;  Hooyer  v,  Heim,  7  Watts,  62 ;  Wilt  r.Yickers, 
8  Watts,  227 ;  Jennison  v.  Grayes,  2  Blackf.  441 ;  Kennard  v.  Burton,  25  Maine,  39 ; 
CanoYor  v.  Cooper,  3  Ba^b.  115 ;  Plummer  v,  Webb,  Ware,  75 ;  Stoyall  v,  John- 
son, I  U.  S.  Mo.  Law  Mi^.  528. 

.    *  Day  V,  Ererett,  7  Mass.  145 ;  Phelps  v.  Townsend,  8  Pick.  392 ;  The  State  0. 
Shreve,  Coze,  230. 
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but  in  many  of  our  States  he  cannot  do  this,  except  in  pur- 
suance of  the  provisions  of  statutes.^  Likewise  tlie  mother, 
being  a  widow,  is  entitled  to  the  labor  of  her  children  while 
she  supports  them ; '  but  there  is  doubt,  whether  she,  like  the 
father,  can  assign  their  labor  to  another.^  In  England,  and 
I  generally  in  this  country,  perhaps  universally,  there  are  stat- 
utes under  which  the  father  may  be  compelled,  if  of  sulScient 
ability,  to  maintain  his  children ;  ^  but  it  is  a  proposition  which 
some  tribunals  have  with  great  strength  of  reason  and  au- 
thority maintained,  that  the  coqjmon  law,  though  for  many 
purposes  recognizing  this  obligation,  cannot  enforce  it  in  any 
civil  proceeding.  And  though  it  is  a  popular  opinion,  which 
has  found  its  way  into  the  ranks  of  the  legal  profession,  that 
a  father  may  be  charged  for  necessaries  furnished  hisPfeninor 
child  against  his  consent,  the  same  as  the  husband  may,  for 
necessaries  furnished  his  wife ;  yet  the  contrary  has  been  by 
some  courts  held,  it  being  contended,  that  the  relation  of 
father  and  child  is  not  the  same  in  this  respect  as  of  husband 
and  wife.'^  And  while  this  doctrine  is  perhaps  correct,  it  is 
much  encumbered  by  apparent  authority  the  other  way.^  The 


^  There  are  many  antfaoritieB  on  this  point    See  Commonwealth  r.  McEeagj, 

1  Aflhm.  348. 

*  Yolentine  v.  Bladen,  Harper,  9 ;  Dedham  v.  Natick,  16  MaM.  195, 139 ;  Boric 
V.  Phips,  1  Root,  487 ;  Jones  v.  Tevis,  4  Litt.  85.  Contra,  Commonwealth  v, 
Mnrray,  4  Binn.  487,  488. 

*  Morris  V.  Low,  4  Stew.  &  P.  1S8.  *  2  Kent,  Com.  190. 

*  Cooper  0.  Martin,  4  East,  76,  84;  1  Bl.  Com.  448,  note  of  Christian  and 
others;  Gordon  v.  Potter,  nVt.  348.  This  is  a  carcfally  considered  case;  and 
the  conrt  reject  the  doctrine  of  the  father's  liability  for  necessaries  furnished  the 
minor  child,  against  his  consent,  both  on  reason  and  a  mass  of  English  anthbritj. 
The  English  cases  dted  by  the  court,  to  this  point,  are  Bainbridge  v.  Pidkering, 

2  W.  Bl.  1325 ;  Baker  v.  Keen,  2  Stark.  501 ;  Flnck  o.  ToUemache,  1  Car.  &  P.  5 ; 
Bolfe  V.  Abbott,  6  Car.  &  P.  286 ;  Law  v.  Wilkin,  6  Ad.  &  £.  718 ;  Blackburn  v. 
Mackey,  1  Car.  &  P.  I ;  Seaborne  v.  Maddy,  9  Car.  &  P.  497 ;  Mortimore  o. 
Wright,  9  Lond.  Law  Joar.  158.    See  also  Hunt  v.  Thompson,  3  Scam.  179. 

*  2  Kent  Com.  191-193  ;  Van  Yalkinbnrg  v.  Watson,  13  Johns.  480 ;  Stanton 
o.  Willson,  3  Day,  37  ;  Hillsboro'  v.  Deering,  4  N.  H.  86,  95 ;  Pidgin  v.  Cram,  8 
N.  H.  350;  Owen  v.  White,  5  Port.  435.  And  see  Addison  v.  Bowie,  2  Bland, 
606 ;  Newport  9.  Cook,  2  Ashm.  332 ;  Dupont  v.  Johnson,  I  Bailey  Ch.  274 ;  Myers 
V.  Myers,  2  McCord  Ch.  214,  264 ;  Cmger  v.  Hey  ward,  2  Des.  94 ;  Cowls  v.  Cowls, 

3  Oilman,  435 ;  Dawes  v.  Howard,  4  Mass.  97 ;  Smith  v.  Yonng,  2  Dey.  &  Bat. 
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purposes  of  this  chapter  are  not  such  as  to  demand  of  us  the 
careful  examination  necessary  to  draw  the  line  clearly  in 
the  midst  of  this  conflict  of  opinion.  Yet  in  reason,  though 
the  father  might  in  law  be  compelled  to  support  his  children, 
by  a  process  instituted  for  that  purpose,  still,  to  allow  the 
child  to  pledge  the  father's  credit  against  the  father's  consent, 
would  be  to  encourage  disobedience  in  one  not  arrived  to 
years  of  discretion.  On  the  other  hand,  the  wife  has  reached 
her  years  of  discretion,  while,  though  in  a  sense  she  is  to  be 

-■  obedient  to  her  husband,  she  is  not  to  be  so  in  precisely  the 
same  sense  as  a  minor  child.  At  the  same  time,  though  the 
authority  of  the  child  thus  to  bind  the  parent  may  not  be 

*  commensurate  with  that  of  the  wife  to  bind  the  husband, 
the  law  may  give  to  a  person  relieVing  a  suffering  child  the 
right,  in  some  circumstances,  to  collect  the  bill  of  the  father. 
Where,  of  course,*  the  parent  neither  refuses  nor  neglects  to 
provide  the  child  with  necessaries,  no  third  person  can  furnish 
them  at  the  parent's  charge.^ 

§  529  [633].  There  is  also  a  sense  in  which,  primd  faciei 
the  father  is  entitled,  not  only  as  against  the  rest  of  the  world,^ 
but  as  against  the  mother  likewise,  if  the  parents  are  living 
apart,  to  the  custody  of  the  children,  of  both  sexes,  during 
the  entire  period  of  their  minority.  But  this  right  is  not  an 
absolute  one ;  and  it  is  usually  made  to  yield  when  the  good 
of  the  child,  which,  especially  according  to  the  modern  Amer- 
ican decisions,  is  the  chief  matter  to  be  regarded,  requires  it 


26;  Collins  v.  Smnker,  1  U.*S.  Mo.  Law  Mag.  114.  "By  the  oommon  law  of 
Massachosetts,  and  without  reference  to  any  statate,  a  father,  if  of  sufficient  ability, 
is  as  mnch  bonnd  to  support  and  provide  for  his  infant  children,  in  sickness 
and  in  health,  as  a  husband  is  bound  by  the  same  law  and  by  the  common  law  of 
England  to  support  and  proyide  for  his  wife."  Metcalf,  J.,  in  Dennis  p.  Clark, 
2  Cush.  347,  352.  See  further,  as  to  Massachusetts,  Hancock  v.  Merrick,  10  Cush. 
41. 

1  Eitel  V.  Walter,  2  Bradf.  287. 

>  Sumner  v.  Sebec,  3  Gieenl.  223 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Nutt,  1  Browne,  Pa.  143 ; 
Eiffin  V.  Eiffin,  cited  1  P.  Wms.  697,  705 ;  Macpherson  on  Infimts,  143 ;  Alien  v. 
Coster,  1  Beay.  202 ;  Wellesley  v.  WeUesley,  2  Bli^h,  n.  b.  124 ;  Whitfield  v. 
Hales,  12  Yes.  492,  and  note  to  Sumner's  ed. 
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should  yield.^  If  a  father  turns  his  child  out  upon  the  world 
without  caring  for  him,  he  relinquishes  thereby  his  parental 
right  to  the  custody  of  the  person  of  the  child,  whom  he  thus 
absolves  also  from  the  duty  of  filial  obedience.^  And  the  law 
may  require  a  father  to  support  his  children,  after  he  has  for- 
feited his  right  to  their  control  or  custody.*  But  this  subject 
belongs  to  our  next  sub-title,  rather  than  this  ;  and  it  is  men* 
tioned  here  only  by  way  of  introduction  to  the  matter  now 
directly  in  hand.^ 


1  The  State  v.  Smith,  6  Oreenl.  468 ;  United  States  v.  Green,  3  Mason,  482  ; 
Matter  of  Eottman,  2  Hill,  S.  C.  863 ;  People  v.  Mercein,  3  Hill,  N.  Y.  399,  8 
Paige,  47 ;  The  State  v.  Paine,  4  Qumph.  523 ;  Steele  v.  Thacher,  Ware,  91 ;  Peo- 
ple V,  Chegaray,  18  Wend.  637 ;  People  v,  — ^,  19  Wend.  16 ;  Matter  of  Tottliiiin, 
B.  M.  Charl.  489 ;  Mercoin  v.  Pepple,  29  Wend.  64  ;  The  State  v:  Clover,  .1  HaS'- 
rison,  419  ;  Bex  v,  Greenhill,  6  Nev.  &  M.  244 ;  De  ManAeyille  v,  De  Manneville, 
10  Ves.  52,  and  note  to  Sumner's  ed. ;  Ball  v.  Ball,  2  Sim.  35 ;  Jackson  v.  Hawkey, 
Jacob,  264  ;  8  Kent  Com.  194 ;  Wood  v.  Wood,  3  Ala.  756 ;  The  State  v.  King, 
1  Ga.  Decis.  93 ;  Bex  v,  Delaral,  3  Bur.  1434,  1436 ;  Wellesley  v.  Beaufort,  8 
Boss,  l^affirmed  in  the  H.  of  Lords,  1  Dow  &  CI.  152 ;  Bex  c.  De  Manneville,  6 
£ast,'221 ;  Bex.  v.  Moseley,  5  East,  224,  note ;  Holcombe's  £q.  259 ;  Common- 
wealth V,  Maxwell,  6  Law  Beporter,  214 ;  £x  parte  Schumpert,  6  Bich.  344 ; 
Ahrenfeldt  v.  Ahrenfeldt,  1  Hoffinan,  497.  And  see  a  very  recent  English  case,  of 
great  interest,  in  which  the  Vice-chancellor  says  )  "  When  the  court  refuses  to  give 
possession  of  his  children  to  the  father,  it  is  the  paramount  duty  of  the  court  to  do 
so  for  the  protection  of  the  children  themselves ;  and  the  court  will  perform  that 
duty  if  the  father  has  so  conducted  himself,  as  that  it  will  not  be  for  the  benefit  of 
the  infants  that  they  should  be  delivered  to  him,  — or  if  their  being  with  him  will 
flflfect  theur  happiness,  ~- or  if  they  cannot  associate  with  him  without  moral  con- 
tamination, —  or  if,  because  they  associate  with  him,  other  persons  will  shun  their 
society.'^  Anonymous,  2  Sim.  n.  b.  54,  11  £ng.  L.  &  £q.  281,  290.  And  see, 
fiirther,  The  State  v.  Stigall,  2  Zab.  286 ;  Li  re  Hakewell,  22  Eng.  L.  &  £q.  395  ; 
People  V.  Porter,  1  Duer,  709;  Tarkington  v.  The  State,  1  Ind.  171 ;  Lindsey  v. 
Lindsey,  14  Ga.  657 ;  In  re  Hakewell,  15  Eng.  L.  &  £q.  599 ;  The  State  v.  Scott, 
10  Post.  N.  H.  274 ;  Gishwiler  o.  Dodez,  4  Ohio  Sute,  615. 

s  Stansbury  v,  Bertron,  7  Watts  &  S.  362.  And  see  Shelley  v,  Westbrooke, 
Jacob,  266 ;  Wellesley  v.  Beaufort,  2  Buss.  1 ;  Mytton  v.  Holyoake,  cited  Mac- 
pherson  on  Infiints,  149 ;  Clinton  v.  York,  26  Maine,  167. 

'  Macpherson  on  Infants,  142 ;  Cowls  v.  Cowls,  3  Gilman,  435. 

^  The  reader  will  find  the  English  authorities  collected  in  Shelford  Mar.  &  Dir. 
677  et  seq. ;  in  Forsyth  on  the  Custody  of  Infants ;  and,  m  part,  in  the  present  chap- 
ter under  our  next  sub-title.  I  have  not  in  this  section  mulertaken  to  state  the 
doctrines  with  more  than  general  accuracy ;  neither  have  I  thought  it  well  to  trace 
them  into  the  numerous  subtle  and  technical  distinctionB  by  which  their  general 
equity  is  sometimes  made  to/anish  from  practical  observation. 
[426] 
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§  630  [6341.  As  already  observed,^  this  matter  of  the  cus- 
tody of  children,  during  and  after  a  suit  for  divorce  between 
the  parents,  is  to  be  regulated,  in  the  States  generally  of  this 
country,  by  the  court  hearing  the  divorce  cause,  according  to 
ita  discretion.  The  statutes  provide  in  substance,  that,  dur* 
ing  the  pendency  of  suoh  a  suit,  and  also  on  the  final  decree 
for  a  divorce  or  separation,  the  court  may  make  any  proper 
order  concerning  the  custody,  care,  education,  and  mainten* 
ance  of  the  minor  children  of  the  marriage ;  which  order  may 
be  modified  or  changed  from  time  to  time,  like  a  decree  for 
alimony.2  Probably  both  the  intent  and  effect  of  every  such 
statutory  provision  is  to  abrogate,  in  cases  io  which  it  is  ap* 
plicable,  any  superior  common-law  right  the  father  has,  over 
the  mother,  to  the  custody  of  their  mutual  offspring.  '*  I  look 
upon  this  statute,"  observes  Hoffman,  Assistant  V.  C, "  es- 
pecially when  a  decree  has  been  pronounced  for  a  separation, 
as  neutralizing  the  rule  of  the  common  law ;  as  annulling  the 
superiority  of  the  pcUria  potestaSy  dind  placing  the  parents  on 
an  equality  as  to  the  future  custody  of  the  children,  even  if 
it  does  not  create  a  presumption  in  favor  of  the  wife,"  where 
she  is  the  injured  party.  ^  And  this  is  the  case,  because  no 
decree  for  a  separation  can  be  pronounced,  without  evidence 
of  such  a  violation  of  duty  in  one  relation  of  life  as  implies 
a  probability  of  the  disregard  of  every  other."  ' 

§  631  [635].  We  have  observed  also,*  that  the  English 
ecclesiastical  tribunals  never  had  the  jurisdiction  thus  com- 
mitted to  our  courts,  on  the  hearing  of  divorce  causes.  In 
England,  while  divorce  causes  were  heard  in  those  courts, 
the  powers  now  under  consideration  were  exercised,  imper- 


1  Ante,  4  526. 

*  Cook  V.  Cook,  1  Barb.  Ch.  639 ;  Codd  v.  Codd,  2  Johns.  Ch.  141 ;  Laurie  v. 
Laarie,  9  Paige,  2S4 ;  Barrere  v.  Barrere,  4  Johns.  Ch.  187 ;  Hansford  v.  Hans- 
ford, 10  AlA.  561 ;  Paige  on  DIt.  S02 ;  Collins  v  Collins,  2  Paige,  9. 

*  Ahrenfeldt  v.  Ahrenfeldt,  1  HofiVnan,  497.  So  ander  the  English  Stats.  20  ft 
81  ATict.  c  85,  4  35,  it  was  hy  Sir  C.  CresweU  observed :  *'  The  application  hero 
is  not  to  enforce  the  common-law  mle,  but  to  the  discretioa  of  the  conrt."  Spratt 
«.  Spratt,  1  Swab.  &  X.  21S.    And  see  post,  4  538. 

«  Ante,  {  526. 
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• 

fectly  and  partially,  by  the  equity  and  common-law  tribunals 
of  the  country  ;  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  going  merely  to  the 
extent,  in  some  instances,  where,  for  very  clear  reasons  the 
mother  should  be  permitted  to  retain  the  child,  of  refusing  in 
the  award  of  alimony  to  consider,  as  diminishing  the  amount, 
that  the  husband  will  have  the  child  to  support.^  But  there 
is  a  question,  whether,  when  the  jurisdiction  over  a  cause  of 
.  divorce  is  committed  to  a  court  of  equity,  that  court  may  not, 
without  further  statutory  aid,  determine  in  the  divorce  suit 
the  matter  of  the  custody'  of  the  children.  Those  equity  tri- 
bunals yrhich  have  granted  alimony  without  authority  from 
express  statutes,^  have  exercised,  in  the  same  suit,  this  juris- 
diction also.^  So  where  there  were  two  statutes,  <<  the  one 
providing  for  the  disposition  of  the  children  in  all  cases  of 
separation,  when  neither  party  shall  obtain  a  divorce ;  the 
other,  investing  the  Court  of  Chancery  with  power,  in  cases  of 
separation,  to  determine  the  same  questions  with  respect  to  the 
children,  upon  the  petition  of  either  party," — it  was  decided, 
that  this  matter  might  be  adjudicated  in  the  divorce  suit.^ 

§  532  [636].  The  courts  have  not  laid  down  exact  rules  to 
guide  their  discretion  concerning  which  of  the  parties,  on  a 
divorce,  shall  be  intrusted  with  the  custody  of  the  children ; 
probably  the  subject  admits  not  of  such  rules.  The  leading 
doctrine  is  to  consult  the  good  of  the  children,  rather  than  the 
gratification  of  the  parents.^  Therefore  an  agreement  on 
this  subject,  between  the  parents,  before  the  decree  of  divorce 
is  rendered,  can  have  no  controlling  influence ;  for  they  are 
not  the  persons  whose  interests  are  primarily  to  be  con- 
sulted.^    The  proposition  is  generally  true,  that  one  who 

1  Greenhill  v.  Greenhill,  I  Curt  £c.  46S,  6  Eng.  £c.  876,  378 ;  Smith  v.  Smith, 
2  Phillim.  152, 1  Eng.  £c.  220;«nte  f  465. 

'  Ante,  S  354  et  seq. 

>  Williams  v,  WilliamB,  4  Des.  183 ;  AnonymoaB,  4  Des.  94 ;  FnMher  v,  Pn- 
ther,  4  Des.  83. 

*  Hansford  v,  Hansford,  10  Ala.  561,  568. 

*  Barrere  v.  Bairere,4  Johns.  Ch.  187 ;  Cook  o.  Cook,  1  Barfo.  Ch.  689 ;  Ahron- 
fbldt  V.  Ahrenfeldt,  1  Hoffman,  497. .  And  see  Trimble  v.  Trimble,  15  Texas,  18. 

*  Cook  p.  Cook,  1  Barb.  Ch.  639.    And  see  People  v.  Meroein,  3  Hill,  K.  Y.  399. 
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has  condacted  either  well  or  ill  in  a  particular  domestic  rela* 
tion,  will  conduct  the  same  in  another ;  and  so,  as  a  general 
practice,  the  courts  give  the  custody  to  the  innocent  party ; 
^  because,  with  such  party,  the  children  will  be  more  likely  to 
be  cared  for  properly.^ 

§  533  [637].  The  influence  of  example,  especially  the  ex* 
ample  of  parents,  is  controlling  over  the  minds  of  young 
children ;  ^  so  when  a  husband  had  introduced  a  mistress  into 
his  house,  under  the  observation  of  his  children,  the  court 
gave  the  custody  of  the  daughters  to  the  wife,  —  not  includ* 
ing  the  sons  in  the  order.^  It  has  been  considered,  that  a 
single  act  of  adultery  would  not  of  itself  exclude  a  husband, 

*  absolutely  and  forever,  from  the  care  of  his  infant  children, 
if  the  court  should  be  satisfied  -he  had  abandoned  his  licen* 
tious  intercourse,  becoming,  thoroughly  reformed.^  And  in 
Pennsylvania  it  has  been  held,  that,  after 4i  divorce  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony  has  been  granted  the  husband,  on  ac* 
count  of  the  wife's  adultery,  it  is  not  a  matter  of  course  for 
the  court,  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  to  remove  the  children 
from  her  custody  into  his,  even  though  she  is  living  in  adul- 
tery.    The  court  will  look  into  the  circumstances,  and  make 

'  such  order  as  the  good  of  the  children  requires.     And,  in  a 


1  Bedell  v.  Bedell,  1  Johns.  Ch.  604 ;  Kiogiberry  v.  Kingsberry,  3  Barring.  Del. 
8  ;  Codd  v,  Codd,  2  Johns.  Ch.  141 ;  Jeans  v.  Jeans,  2  Harring.  Del.  142,  where 
there  were  two  daughters  and  one  son,  and  the  court  gave  to  the  plaintiff  wife  the 
ensfeodj  of  the  daughters  only ;  Clark  v.  Clark,  Wright,  225 ;  Hansford  v,  Hansford, 

10  Ala.  561 ;  Bascom  9,  Bascom,  Wright,  632 ;  People  v.  Meroein,  8  Paige,  47 ; 
Richmond  v.  Richmond,  I  Green  Ch.  90 ;  Cook  t.  Cook,  1  Barb.  Ch.  639. 

'  See  Barrere  v.  Barrere,  4  Johns.  Cb.  187, 197 ;  Anonymous,  2  Sim.  v.  8.  54, 

11  Eng.  L.  &£q.  281. 

>  Williams  v.  WiUiama,  4  Des.  183.  This  was  a  suit  for  alimony  only,  not  for 
divorce.  Probably  on  decreeing  a  divorce  in  such  a  case,  the  courts  generally 
would  commit  the  care  of  the  sons  as  well  as  the  daughters  to  the  mother.  Where 
parties  had  lived  together  unhappily,  and  on  the  whole  the  cowtt  saw  proper  to 
grant  alimony  to  the  wife,  who,  on  account  of  matrimonial  difierences,  had  left 
her  husband,  he  was  permitted  to  have  the  nurture  and  education  of  the  child,  a 
daughter,  under  his  own  control ;  she  to  have  access  to  her.  Anonymous,  4  Des. 
94, 102. 
'*  Cook  9.  Cook,  1  Barb.  Ch.  639. 
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case  of  this  sort,  the  court  refased  at  first  to  take  the  children 
from  the  mother ;  ^  but,  on  a  subsequent  application,  three 
years  having  beqn  added  to  their  age,  and  the  father's  cir- 
cumstances having  slightly  changed,  they  were  committed  to  ^ 
him.'  So  the  Ohio  court,  on  decreeing  ^  divorce  for  a  single 
act  of  adultery  by  the  wife,  where  there  was  hope  of  her 
reformation,  committed  the  younger  child  to  her,  giving  the 
custody  of  the  other  to  the  father.^  The  like  order  was 
n^ade  in  a  case  of  not  very  flagrant  desertion  by  the  wife ; 
who  was  to  be  permitted,  also,  intercourse  with  such  of  the 
children  as  were  intrusted  to  tl^e  father's  care.^ 

§  534  [638].  Sometimes  a  person  not  altogether  worthy 
to  have  the  charge  of  children  obtains  a  divorce  from  an-  • 
other,  also  unworthy ;  and  then  the  court  may  be  compelled 
to  choose  between  parties  neither  of  whom  would  be  selected 
but  from  necessity.  Thus,  where  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of 
matrimony  was  granted  to  the  husband  for  the  wife's  adul- 
tery, the  custody  of  the  child  was  intrusted  to  him ;  although' 
an  ill-tempered  man,  who  had  abused  his  wife  by  whom  he 
had  been  forgiven^  and  although  he  had  killed,  in  cold  blood, 
and  ^^  in  a  manner  both  cruel  and  inhuman,"  the  person  with 
whom  the  adultery  was  committed.^  So,  on  the  other  hand,  * 
the  court  may  have  to  choose  between  two  persons  against 
neither  of  whom  there  is  any  clear  objection,  as  respects  the 
interests  of  the  children.  •In  a  New  York  case,  which  bore 
somewhat  this  complexion,  it  was  intimated  by  the  Assistant 
Vice-Chancellor,  who  pronounced,  at  the  suit  of  the  wife,  a 
decree  separating  her  from  her  husband  on  account  of  his 
desertion  and  neglect  to  provide  for  her,  that  perhaps,  under 
the  statute,  the  children  might  be  made  wards  of  court,  with 
proper  guardians  appointed,  and  the  right  of  access  of  the 


1  Commonwealth  v,  Addicks,  5  Binn.  520. 

•  Commonwealth  v.  Addicks,  2  8.  &  R.  174.  In  Valentine  r.  Valentine,  4 
Halst.  Ch.  219,  the  costody  of  a  child  was  at  first  given  to  the  mother  on  acconnt 
of  its  tender  years,  and  afterward  transferred  to  the  father. 

•  Dailey  v.  Dailey,  Wright,  514, .517.  *  Leavitt  v.  Leayitt*  Wright,  719. 

•  J.  F.  C.  V.  M.  E.,  his  wife,  6  Bob.  La.  135. 
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parents  to  them  regulated.  He  proposed,  however,  to  make 
an  order  with  the  husband's  concurrence,  the  effect  of  which 
would  be  to  give  a  sort  of  equal  custody  to  the  parties.  But 
the  husband  refused  to  concur,  though  anxious  to  have  the 
sole  care  of  the  children,  and  so  they  were  committed  to  the 
mother.^ 

• 

§  535.  The  statutes  under  which  the  present  English 
Matrimonial  Court  proceeds,  as  respects  the  custody  of  the 
children  of  parties  litigant,  and  of  parties  who  have  ob- 
tained a  divorce,  were  mentioned  at  length  in  one  of  our 
preceding  sections.^  And  there  have  been  adjudged,  under 
them,  some  point^s  to  which  our  attention  may  be  profitably 
directed.  In  one  case  it  was  held,  that,  on  an  application 
concerning  the  custody,  in  a  divorce  case,  pendinte  litCj  the 
court,  will  not  receive  affidavits  respecting  such  matters  as 
iare  involved  in  the  yet  undetermined  suit  between  the  par- 
ents, though  it  will  look  into  the  other  matters,  which,  on 
general  principles,  should  influence  the  decision.  <<  It  would 
be  most  mischievous,"  said  the  court, "  to  prejudice,  by  discus- 
sion on  the  present  motion,  points  which  might  hereafter  be 
in  issue  before  the  jury."  And  it  was  added  "  that  the  duty 
'  of  the  court  was  to  look  at  all  the  actual  circumstances  of 
the  present-  application  :  the  age  of  children,  the  position  in 
which  they  find  themselves  in  relation  to  other  members  of 
the  family,  the  fact  that  a  suit  is  pending  between  the  par- 
ents in  which  such  and  such  charges  are  made  on  both 
sides ;  but  not  to  attempt  to  ascertain  the  truth  or  falsehood 
of  the  charges."  • 

§  536.  The  interim  custody  under  the  statute  is  not  always 

.or  necessarily  given  to  either  of  the  parents;  but,  whoever 

has  the  custody,  both  the  parents  are  generally  permitted 

access  to  them.^    In  like  manner,  where  the  question  comes 


77. 


1  Ahrenfeldt  v.  Ahrenfeldt,  I  Hoffman,  497.  '  Ante,  \  626. 

s  Byder  v.  Byder,  2  Swab.  &  T.  225,  227. 

*  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  1  Swab.  &  T.  324;  Curtis  v.  Curtis,  1  Swab.  &  T.  75, 
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up,  npon  the  termination  of  the  case,  ae  to  the  permanent  cas- 
tody,  the  court  seems  pretty  generally  inclined  to  permit  the 
parent  deprived  of  the  tcustody  for  the  purpose  of  giving  it 
to  the  other  parent,  to  have  access  to  the  children  at  such 
times,  and  under  such  reguiationsi  as  the  decree  of  the  court 
specifies.^  Under  the  statute,  the  court  has  power,  pending 
the  suit,  to  make  simply  an  order  for  access,  in  favor  of  one 
of  the  parties,  where  this  is  the  only  thing  asked  for ;  but, 
in  one  case,  the  Judge  Ordinary,  on  the  facts,  declined  to 
make  such  an  order,  and  the  whole  court  refused  to  inter** 
fere.'  Likewise,  where  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony 
has  been  pronounced  for  the  adnltecy  of  the  wife,  she  cannot 
have  the  custody  of  the  children,  or  any  order  for  access  to 
them ;  but  the  reason  in  law  is,*  that,  by  Stat  2  &  3  Vict 
c.  54,  whicb  empowers  the  chancery  tribunals  to  give  to 
mothers  •  access  to  their  infant  children,  it  is  in  §  4  enacted, 
^  That  no  order  shall  be  made  by  virtue  of  this  Act  whereby 
any  mother  against  whom  adultery  shall  be  established,  by 
judgment  in  an  aetion  for  criminal  conversation  at  a  suit  of 
her  hqsband,  or  by  the  sentence  of  an  Ecclesiastical  C!ourt, 
shall  have  the  custody  of  any  infant,  or  access  to  any  infant" 
And  Sir  C.  Cresswell  observed :  ^<  I  think  that  that  enact* 
ment  establishes  a  precedent  that  I  ought  to  follow,  and  that 
where  a  wife  has  been  found  guilty  of  adultery,  I  ought  not 
to  order  that  she  have  access  to  her  children."' 

^  537.  In  one  case,  on  a  decree  for  a  judicial  separation 
in  flavor  of  the  wife  for  the  husband's  cruelty,  the  court.  Sir 
C.  Cresswell,  gave  the  custody  of  the  children  to  the  wife^ 
observing :  ''  The  conclusion  to  which  I  have  arrived  is,  that 
the  wife,  as  an  injured  party,  had  good  ground  for  seeking  a 
judicial  separation,  aod  that  she  ought  not  to  obtain  it  at. 
the  expense  of  losing  the  society  of  her  children ;  that  I  am 


1  Sttggats  V.  Snggate,  1  Swab.  &  T.  493;  Boynton  v.  Boynton^  2  Swab.  &  T. 
275,  277;  Marsh  o.  Manh,  1  Swab.  &  T.  312. 

*  Thompfoa  t.  Tbompaon,  2  Swab,  ft  T.  402. 

*  Cloat  v.  Clout,  2  Swab.  &  T.  391 ;  s.  p.  Bent  9.  Bent,  2  Swab.  &  T.  392. 
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not  satisfied  that  her  habits  or  conduct  are  such  as  to  render 
her  in  any  way  unfit  to  have  charge  of  them ;  that,  with 
respect  to  the  respondent,  if  he  is  deprived  of  the  society  of 
his  children,  that  is  the  consequence  of  his  own  misconduct 
•  •  •  .  I  order,  that  they  be  kept  in  her  custody  until  they 
respectively  attain  the  age  of  fourteen  years ;  the  father  to 
be  kept  informed  from  time  to  time  of  the  place  or  places 
where  the  children  are  residing,  and  to  have  access  to  them 
once  a  week  for  two  hours,  between  10  a.  m.  and  4  p.  M.,  in 
the  presence  of  some  person  to  be  appointed  for  that  purpose 
by  the  petitioner."  ^ 

-  §  538.  In  another  case,  this  learned  person  employed  still 
other  language  from  which  useful  hints  may  come  to  us 
respecting  the  interpretation  of  our  own  statutes  on  this 
subject,  though  the  matter  of  discussion  related  to  the  words 
*^  just  and  proper "  in  the  English  enactment  "  This,''  he 
said,  "  is  not  a  general  power  of  dealing  with  the  custody  of 
children ;  it  exists  only  where  there  is  a  suit  for  obtaining  a 
juclicial  separation,  a  decree  of  nullity,  or  dissolution  of  a 
marriage.  I  apprehend,  therefore,  that  the  words  <  just  and 
proper'  are  to  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  circum- 
stances affecting  the  suit,  and  not  merely  with  reference  to 
the  rules  by  which,  courts  of  equity  and  common  law  have 
been  governed  in  questions  respecting  the  custody  of  infants ; 
in  short,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  give 
a  discretionary  power  to  the  court  exceeding  that  which  had 
been  previously  exercised  by  courts  of  law  and  equity  .  •  . 
I  think  it  would  not  be  just  to  compel  the  unoffending  mother 
to  resort  to  any  place  where  the  father  might  choose  to  place 
them  —  perchance  to  his  own  house -^  for  the  purpose  of 
seeing  them.  If  he  is  put  to  any  trouble  about  going  to  see 
them,  that  will  arise  from  his  own  misconduct;. and,,  there* 
fore,  although  it  does  not  appear  that  he  was  ever  guilty  of 
any  cruelty  or  unkindness  to  his  children,  and  there  may  not 
at  present  be  any  fear  of  their  being  contaminated  by  his 

1  Snggate  v,  Snggate,  1  Swab.  &  T*  402, 496, 497. 
VOL.  n.  87  [  438  ] 
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evil  example,  I  think  it  just  and  proper  that  they  should  re- 
main under  the  control  of  their  mother  so  long  as  she  has 
the  means  of  giving  them  a  suitable  education,  and  the  indi* 
nation  to  do  so,  I  therefore  make  it  part  of  my  decree,  that 
the  children  shall  remain  in  the  custody  and  under  the  con- 
trol of  their  mother,  the  petitioner,  until  the  age  of  fourteen, 
when, they  may  by  law  exercise  their  own  choice  in  the 
matter,  provided  she  keeps  and  maintains  at  school  such  of 
them  as  are  of  a  fit  age  to  be  sent  there,  without  subjecting 
her  husband  to  expense.  The  husband  always  to  have  in- 
formation of  the  schools  at  which  they  are  placed,  and  to 
have  the  same  access  to  them  there  as  is  allowed  to  the 
parents  of  other  children  at  the  same  schools.  As  long  as 
any  one  of  them  ia  kept  by  its  mother  at  her  home,  as  being 
too  young  to  be  sent  to  school,  the  respondent  to  have  access 
to  it  there  once  a  week  at  any  reasonable  hour."  ^ 

§  539.  In  the  form  of  the  Petition  for  Divorce,  adopted  by 
the  present  English  Matrimonial  Court,  and  promulgated 
with  the  Rules  and  Orders  of  the  court,  the  following  words 
occur :  ''  That  your  petitioner  and  his  said  wife  have  had 
issue  of  their  said  marriage  three  children,  to  wit,  one  son 
and  two  daughters ; "  and  a  recent  English  writer  says,  that 
the  ages  of  the  children  should  be  mentioped  in  the  petition,' 
though  nothing  appears  of  the  ages  in  the  form  given  by  the 
court  The  samcwriter^  observes:  "Where  a  decree  of  judicial 
separation  or  dissolution  of  marriage  has  been  pronounced 
at  the  suit  of  the  wife,  application  may  be  made  at  once  for 
further  orders  respecting  the  custody  of  or  access  to  the  chil- 
dren, if  they  are  already  in  the  custody  of  the  petitioner  or 
respondent  by  order  of  the  court.  If  no  interim  orders  have 
been  made  respecting  them,  the  application  must  be  on  peti- 
tion.^ .  •  •  .  The  petition  must  be  filed  and  notice  served  on 


^  Kanh  v.  Marsh,  1  Swab.  &  T.  312,  316, 317 ;  concmred  in  bj  the  whole  court 
in  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  2  Swab.  &  T.  275, 277. 
s  Browning  Dir.  Pract  111,  136.  >,Ib.  91,  92. 

*  Anthony  v,  Anthony,  80  Law  J.  v.  b.  Mat.  208. 
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the  respondent,  that  the  petitioner  will  on  such  a  day  pray 
the  judgment  of  the  court  on  the  petition.*  But  if  a  prayer 
for  the  custody  of  the  children  has  been  embodied  in  the  pe- 
tition for  judicial  separation  or  dissolution  of  marriage,  and 
such  petition  has  been  served  on  the  respondent,  and  no  ap- 
pearance has  been  entered,  further  notice  of  the  application 
is  not  necessary ;  but  the  court  will,  on  making  its  decree, 
give  the  custody  of  the  children  to  the  petitioner."  ' 

'  §  540.  We  have  already  seen,  that  the  petition  or  libel  or 
bill  for  divorce  need  make  no  mention  of  the  matter  of  ali- 
mony ;  ^  and  the  writer  is  persuaded,  that,  as  a  question  of 
correct  pleading,  on  general  principles,  the  same  is  true  of  the 
children  of  the  marriage,  whose  custody  is  sought  by  one  or 
the  other  of  the  parties.  Yet  as  there  will  not  often  be  a  con- 
test upon  the  fact  of  the  existence  and  ages  of  thef  children, 
while  almost  of  course  the  amount  if  not  the  existence  of  the 
faculties  will  be  contested,  and  as  in  the  one  case  the  matter« 
can  be  set  out  in  a  few  words  while  in  the  other  it  requires 
many  words,  not  to  speak  of  still  other  reasons,  that  form  of  the 
plaintiff's  pleading  which  mentions  the  children  and  their 
ages  is,  on  the  whole,  to  be  approved  in  practice,  or,  at  least, 
it  is  to  be  deemed  well  enough.  The  writer  is  able  to  say, 
that  the  American  libel  not  unfrequently  contains  this  alle- 
gation with  respect  to  children.  There  are,  however,  no 
adjudications  upon  the  point 

§  541  [641].  There  are  on  this  subject  a  few  cases,  Eng- 
lish and  American,  not  cited  to  the  foregoing  sections;  but 
none  of  them  contain  matters  of  any  particular  importance, 
and  it  is  not  deemed  best  to  encumber  these  pages  further  with 
cases  now.  The  course  of  this  department  of  legal  learning 
is  onward,  and  the  author  hopes  to  be  able  in  some  future 
edition,  when  further  decisions  are  added  to  those  we  have, 
to  present  the  whole  subject  in  a  more  complete  form  than  it 

1  Stacey  v.  Stacey,  29  Law  J.  K.  B.  Mat.  63,  8  W.  R.  841. 
*  WUkinson  v,  Wilkinson,  30  Law  J.  v.  8.  Mat.  200,  note. 
>  Ante,  ^  486  et  leq. 
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would  be  possible  for  him  to  give  it  here.  Yet  seeing  the 
light  to  be  gathered  from  the  decisions  is  so  feeble  and  un- 
certain, let  us  look  a  little  at  the  matter  in  the  light  of  those 
principles  which  lie  inherent  in  the  subject.  While  the  parents 
are  living  together  in  harmony,  nature  has  her  demands  in 
behalf  of  the  children  satisfied  by  the  equal  society,  care,  and 
control  which  necessarily  they  have  in  respect  to  the  common 
offspring.  And  as  nature  always  looks  toward  the  future; 
as  all  her  arrangements,  in  every  department  of  existence, 
concern  primarily  the  to-be,  rather  than  the  is  or  the  was ;  so  • 
in  an  especial  manner  is  it  in  her  arrangements  connected 
with  th^  institution  of  marriage.  The  parents  have  already 
received  those  early  impulses  which  are  to  carry  them  through 
life  ;  but  the  children  await  the  intellectual  and  moral  forces, 
which,  imparted  to  them,  are  to  determine  their  hereafter. 
Consequently  the  interests  of  the  children  are  to  overshadow 
all  other  interests,  in  that  congregation  of  reasons  and  of 
facts  whence  the  judge  is  to  draw  his  decision  of  the  ques- 
tion of  their  custody.  And  though,  in  a*  case  of  balanced 
interest  in  the  children,  the  court  should  consider  with  which 
parent  is  the  stronger  parental  claim ;  yet,  when  the  interest 
is  not  balanced,  their  own  good  should  lead  the  decree  fixing 
their  custody. 

§  542  [642].  Suppose,  in  the  first  place,  the  interest  of  the 
children  to  be  balanced*  With  which  of  the  parents,  in  such 
a  case,  is  the  stronger  parental  claim  ?  Both  united  in  giving 
being  to  the  children ;  both,  each  in  his  or  her  particular  way, 
have  nourished  and  suppi^rted  them ;  both  have  their  affec- 
tions drawn  toward  the  objects  thus  brought  into  existence, 
and  thus  nourished  and  supported.  And  nature  knows  no 
difference,  in  these  respects,  between  the  claims  of  the  parents. 
The  doctrine  is  familiar,  that  the  common  law,  unamended 
by  statutes  or  modern  precedents,  makes  the  father's  rights 
paramount,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  to  the  mother's. 
In  this  doctrine,  the  common  law  wears  somewhat  the  grim 
aspect  put  on  in  its  early  days  by  reason  of  its  dwelling 
among  baronial  castles,  in  contact  with  feudal  manners,  tossed 
[486] 
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in  the  storms,  and  torn  in  the  outbursts,  of  half-civilized  life. 
But  a  further  consideration  is,  that  the  common  law  has  in- 
trusted to  the  husband  the  property  belonging  to  the  married 
pair ;  and,  when  the  question  of  the  custody  of  children  has 
come  before  the  common-law  tribunals,  it  has  usually  come 
under  circumstances  in  which  the  judge  has  had  authority 
simply  to  determine  the  custody,  without  power  over  the 
property  whence  the  children  were  to  be  supported.  And  in 
such  a  case,  plainly  the  child  must  ordinarily  be  put  where 
•its  hand  could  reach  the  food  necessary  to  sustain  it,  and  the 
clothes  to  warm  it,  where  also  its  foot  could  press  the  floor 
of  the  school  to  instruct  it.  The  good  of  the  child,  ia  such  a 
case,  would  thus  ordinarily  be  best  promoted  with  the  father ; 
and,  in  the  indistinct  and  half  erroneous  language  in  which 
truth  is  often  clothed,  the  expression,  that  the  husband's  claim 
is  paramount  to  the  wife's,  was  not  unnatural ;  neither  was 
it  unnatural  that  the  courts,  following  precedent,  should  fol- 
low the  letter  of  such  a  precedent,  thus  expressed,  rather  than 
its  spirit. 

§  543  [643].  When  one  of  the  married  parties  leaves  the 
other,  such  party  leaves  either  rightfully  or  wrongfully.  As- 
suming a  cause  for  leaving  to  exist,  it,  according  to  the  doc- 
trine laid  down  in  our  chapter  in  the  first  volume  on  Deser- 
tion,^ would  entitle  the  party  to  obtain,  on  suit,  a  divorce  from 
the  other  for  the  cause ;  since,  according  to  this  doctrine,  no 
desertion  is  justifiable  in  law  unless  cause  for  divorce  exists. 
If  cause  for  divorce  does  exist,  then  the  deserting  one,  to  avail 
himself  of  it,  even  in  a  suit  concerning  the  custody  of  the 
children,  must  bring  the  divorce  suit;  without  which  suit 
brought,  the  court  could  not  assume  the  desertion  to  be  with- 
out just  cause.  To  this  point,  substantially,  we  have  judicial 
authority.'  After  suit  brought,  and  the  result  of  the  litiga- 
tion ascertained,  the  court  should  consider  the  claims  of  the 
innocent  party  to  be  superior  to  those  of  the  guilty. 

1  Vol.  I.  S  795  et  seq. 

s  Clommonwealth  v.  Briggs,  16  Pick.  208.    And  see  People  v.  Hnmphieji,  S4 
Baib.  5ai.    See  pott,  \  548. 
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^  544  [643  a].  Thas  stands  the  qaestion  as  between  the 
parents.  Looking  at  the  interests  of  the  children,  we  have 
the  following  views :  Daring  the  very  young  years,  especially 
in  the  case  of  girls,  the  mother  can  best  take  care  of  them,  in 
ordinary  circumstances.  Bat  in  later  years,  they  need  the 
sterner  discipline  of  the  father.  Yet  neither  in  the  case  of 
the  younger  children,  nor  in  that  of  the  older,  are  these  pro* 
positions  to  be  carried  to  all  lengths.  The  party  who  has 
behaved  well  in  the  marriage  relation  will  be  likely  to  behave 
well  also  in  the  parental ;  therefore  this  party  should  usually 
have  the  care  of  the  children. 


IL    2%e  Custody  where  there  is  no  Divorce^ 

§  545.  The  foregoing  sections  of  the  present  chapter,  though 
standing  under  the  sub-title  of  The  Custody  as  connected 
with  the  Divorce  Suit,  have  in  truth  presented  most  of  the 
leading  doctrines  connected  also  with  the  present  sub-title. 
There  are,  on  the  other  hand,  some  questions  which  would 
properly  enough  fall  within  the  discussions  of  this  sub*title, 
into  which  questions  it  will  not  be  wise  to  enter,  because  of 
their  particular  and  more  intimate  connection  with  depart- 
ments of  the  law  foreign  to  the  purposes  of  these  volumes. 

# 

» 

§  546.  The  old  common-law  rule  has  been  already  men- 
tioned, that  the  father  is  to  be  deemed  to  have  a  claim  supe* 
rior  to  the  mother's,  over  the  persons  and  to  the  custody  of  the 
minor  children.^  But  it  has  been  mentioned  also,  that  this 
is  a  claim  which,  like  any  other,  he  may  forfeit,  or  bar  him- 
self of,  by  his  wrongful  conduct,  or  his  incapacity  to  execute 
well  the  trust.     The  right  of  the  fieither  likewise  is  subordi- 


>  Ante,  ^  589,  543 ;  Bex  r.  De  MannoyiUe,  5  Eoft,  221 ;  Ex  parte  McLellaa,  1 
Dowl.  P.  C.  81 ;  Rex  o.  Greenhill,  6  Ney.  &  M.  244,  4  Ad.  &  E.  624 ;  Ball  v. 
Ball,  2  Sim.  85 ;  Ex  parte  Boax,  81  Ala.  425 ;  People  v.  Olmstead,  27  Barb.  9 ; 
The  State  v,  Paine,  4  Humph.  528;  Ex  parte  Hewitt,  U  Rich.  826;  People  v. 
Mercein,  8  Hill,  K.  T.  899. 
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nate  to  the  interest  of  the  public  in  the  well-being  of  the 
child;  wherefore,  for  this  reason,  where  the  well-being  of 
the  child,  in  which  the  community  is  interested,  requires,  the 
custody  of  the  child  may  be  taken  from  the  father.^  Some- 
times^ therefore,  the  custody  will  be  given  to  a  third  person, 
in  preference  either  to  the  father  or  mother.^ 

^  547.  The  reader  perceives,  therefore,  that,  even  at  the 
common  law,  this  question  of  the  custody  of  children  is  a 
thing  much  within  the  discretion  of  the  particular  judge  be- 
fore whom  the  particular  matter  is  litigated.  It  would  be 
interesting  here  to  follow  out  the  cases  in  their  details,  and 
see  how,  under  different  circumstances,  the  same  judges  have 
given  the  custody  to  one  or  the  other  of  the  married*  par- 
ties, as  the  circumstances  in  their  view  dictated ;  and  how,  on 
the  other  hand,  different  judges,  under  like  circumstances, 
have  decided  differently.  But  this  would  occupy  too  much 
of  our  space ;  so,  therefore,  let  us  direct  attention  to  a  few 
points,  and  thus  dose  the  present  sub-title. 

§  548.  It  was  mentioned  a  little  way  back,^  that,  accord* 
ing  to  some  views,  when  the  question  comes  up  as  between 
husband  and  wife  who  are  living  apart,' the  court  cannot 
inquire  by  whose  fault  the  separation  was  brought  about,  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  a  superior  claim  in  the  one  innocent 
of  the  fault;  because,  if  there  was  such  fault  as  the  law 
could  notice  in  this  aspect  of  the  question,  the  innocent  party 
should  show  the  fault  in  a  suit  brought  against  the  other  for 
a  divorce.  There  are  cases,  however,  which  seem  to  proceed 
upon  the  contrary  doctrine ;  and,  aside  from  this,  the  good  or 

1  Ex  parte  Bftiley,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  811 ;  Rex  v.  rtobbyn,  4  Ad.  &  E.  644,  note; 
Bex  V.  Wilson,  4  Ad.  &  £.  645,  note;  Blisset's  case,  Lofil,  748;  Whitfield  v. 
Hales,  12  Yes.  492 ;  Lyons  v.  Blenkin,  Jacob,  245 ;  Wellesley  v.  Beanfort,  2  Rnss. 
1 ;  Matter  of  Toiilmin,  B.  M.  Ofaari.  489 ;  Bryan  v.  Bryan,  34  Ala.  516 ;  People 

V,  Gfaegaray,  18  Wend.  637;  People  v. ,  19  Wend.  16;  Nickols  v.  Giles,  2 

Boot,  461 ;  The  State  v.  Paine,  2  Hnmph.  523 ;  United  States  v.  Qreen,  3  liason, 
482. 

s  Fanlk  v.  Fanik,  23  Texas,  653 ;  Tonng  v.  The  State,  15  Ind.  480. 

•  Ante,  \  543. 
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ill  conduct  of  the  husband  or  the  wife  may  be  shown  in  so 
far  as  it  operates  to  prove  the  fitness  or  want  of  fitness  in 
this  person  to  have  the  charge  of  the  children.^ 

f  549.  It  may  be  well  to  enumerate  a  few  considerations 
which  the  court  sometimes  takes  into  the  account  in  deter- 
mining the  custody;  they  are,  the  wishes  of  the  children;' 
the  health  and  ages  of  the  children,  and  the  fitness  of  the 
respective  parents  to  have,  as  to  these  matters,  the  charge  of 
them  ;^  an  agreement  of  the  parties,  whether  they  be  the 
respective  parents  as  between  themselves,  or  a  parent  on  the 
one  side  and  a  stranger  on  the  other  side,  respecting  the  cus- 
tody, and  whether  the  agreement  be  valid  in  law,  or,  as  an 
agreement,  of  no  legal  efficacy.^  Other  considerations  will 
appear  in  earlier  parts  of  this  chapter. 

^  550.  The  father  of  a  bastard  child  has  no  right,  as  father, 
to  its  custody ;  the  parental  right,  in  this  case,  is  with  the 
mother.'^  So,  where  the  father  of  a  legitimate  child  dies,  the 
mother  may,  to  a  certain  extent,  and  in  preference  to  third 
persons,  claim  the  custody.* 

§  551.  Some  questions  there  are,  connected  with  the  pro- 
ceedings, as  concerns  the  matter  discussed  in  the  present  sub- 


1  De  Monneyille  v.  De  Kanneyille,  10  Yes.  52 ;  People  v,  Olmfitead,  87  Barb.  9 ; 
People  o.  Humphrejg,  24  Barb.  521 ;  Ex  parte  Schumpert,  6  Rich.  844 ;  The  State 
V.  Btigall,  2  Zab.  286 ;  Beg.  o.  Baxter,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  870. 

*  Commonwealth  v.  Hammond,  10  Pick.  274;  Ck>mmonweaItii  v,  Hamilton,  6 
liaM.  273;  People  v.  Pillow,  1  Sandf.  672;  The  State  v.  Stigoll,  2  Zab.  286; 
People  V.  Porter,  1  Doer,  709;  People  v.  Chegaiaj,  18  Wend.  637;  The  State  v. 
Soott,  10  Post.  N.  H.  274. 

*  Mercein  o.  People,  25  Wend«  64. 

*  Cortii  V.  Curtis,  5  Gray,  535;  Faolk  v,  Fanlk,  28  TexoB,  658 ;  Tonng  v. 
The  State,  15  Ind.  480;  FamBworth  v,  Richardson,  85  Maine,  267 ;  Richardson 
V.  Richardson,  82  Mahie,  560 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Hammond,  10  Pick.  274 ;  Com- 
monwealth V.  Hamilton,  6  Moss.  278;  Hntson  v.  Townsend,  6  Rich.  £q.  249; 
Mayne  v.  Baldwin,  1  Halst  Ch.  454 ;  People  v.  Meroein,  8  Hill,  N.  Y.  899 ;  The 
State  V.  CloTer,  1  Harrison,  419. 

*  Bobolina  v.  Armstrong,  15  Barb.  247. 

*  Ante,  4  527 ;  People  t;.  Wilcox,  22  Barb.  178. 
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title ;  but,  with  a  reference  to  a  £ew  eases  in  a  note,^  it  is 
deemed  best  the  discussion  should  end  here. 


III.    ITie  Support  of  the  Children  under  Decree  of  CourU 

§  552  [640].  Generally  the  same  statute  which  authorizes 
the  court  to  assign,  at  its  discretion,  the  care  of  the  children 
to  the  mother,  confers  on  it  also  the  power  to  compel  the 
father  to  furnish  her  with  a  fund  for  their  support.  And 
when  they  are  thus  committed  to  an  injured  wife,  they  are 
usually,  if  the  husband  is  of  sufficient  ability,  not  to  be  left 
pecuniarily  burdensome  to  her.  The  doctrine  appears  to  be, 
that  such  an  allowance  will  be  made  out  of  bis  estate  as 
will  fully  maintain  them,  in  a  manner  corresponding  with  his , 
condition  in  life.' 

§  553.  The  books  do  not  contain  such  numbers  of  ad- 
judications, or  such  discussions  of  principles,  as  will  enable 
the  author  to  expand  this  topic  further.  We  have  already 
seen,^  that,  in  these  cases,  the  decree  of  the  court  should 
distinguish  between  the  sums  paid  to  the  wife  for  her  own 
suppoft,  and  those  paid  to  her  for  the  support  of  the  children 
intrusted  to  her  care.  At  the  same  time  it  is  believed,  that 
many  American  decrees  may  be  found  in  which  this  matter 
has  been  neglected,  and  the  whole  of  the  allowance  appears 
in  the  form  of  alimony  to  the  wife.  In  a  New  Hampshire 
case,  the  decree  was  so;  and,  subsequently  thereto^  the 
divorced  parties  were  again  married;  then  a  petition  was 

^  The  State  v.  Brearlj,  2  Southard,  655;  Mercein  v.  People,  25  Wend.  64; 
People  r.  Kling,  6  Barb.  366 ;  The  State  r.  Cheeseinan,  2  Southard,  445 ;  Lindsey 
V.  Lindsej,  14  Ga.  657;  People  v.  Chegaray,  18  Wend.  637;  People  v.  Porter,  1 
Daer,  709. 

*  Richmond  o.  Bichmond,  1  Green  Ch.  90.  And  see  Jeans  v.  Jeans,  2  Harring. 
Del.  142;  Barrere  v.  Barrere,  4  Johns.  Ch.  187,  197;  Williams  v,  Williams,  4 
Des.  183;  Anonymous,  4  Des.  94;  Bedell  v.  Bedell,  1  Johns.  Ch.  604. 

*  Ante,  S  466;  Foote  v.  Foote,  22  111.  425 ;  Whieldon  v.  Whieldon,  2  Swab.  & 
T.  388 ;  Richmond  v.  Richmond,  1  Green  Ch.  90. 
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filed  in  behalf  of  the  children,  praying  that  a  portion  of  the 
property  assigned  as  alimony  should  be  placed  in  the  hands 
of  ^  a  trustee  for  their  support  The  court  denied  the  prayer, 
Bell,  J.,  observing :  ^*  It  is  said,  that  this  property  was  asked 
for  by  the  wife,  and  decreed  to  her  by  the  court,  in  part  for 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  minor  children  of  the 
parties.  In  a  qualified  sense,  this  statement  may  be  correct 
The  wife  may  have  asked  more  alimony,  on  account  of  the 
condition  of  her  family  depending  upon  her,  and  the  i30urt 
may  have  made  her  a  more  liberal  allowance  upon  that 
account ;  but  it  cannot  be  true  that  the  court  have  awarded 
to  the  wife  any  property  upon  any  implied  trust  for  her  chil- 
dren." 1 

§  554.  In  a  New  Jersey  case,  the  Chancellor  made  the 
following  observations :  **  From  the  evidence  now  before  the 
court,  I  incline  to  the  opinion,  that,  if  the  daughter  continues 
in  health,  the  allowance  for  her  support  should  cease  when 
she  attains  the  age  of  eighteen.  I  will  hear  an  application 
on  this  ground  from  the  father  at  the  proper  time.  No 
bill  is  necessary  for  that  purpose.     The  application  may  be 

made  by  petition."  * 

t 

§  555  [644].  If  we  look  at  this  question  of  the  support  of 
children,  on  a  decree  of  divorce,  in  the  light  of  principle,  we 
shall  be  led  to  the  following  vieiws:  when  the  court  pro- 
nounces for  a  divorce  pursuant  to  the  prayer  of  the  wife,  and 
gives  her  the  custody  of  the  children ;  then,  in  respect  to 
their  support,  the  rule  would  apply  to  the  husband,  that  no 
man  shall  profit  by  his  own  wrong,  and,  to  the  wife,  the  cor- 
responding rule,  recognized  by  goocf  sense,  if  not  so  formally 
received  as  the  other  among  the  maxims  of  the  legal  family, 
that  no  one  shall  suffer  for  doing  right;  in  pursuance  of 
which,  the  husband  should  be  charged  with  the  full  burden 


1  Dow  V.  Dow,  38  N.  H.  188, 190. 

^  SnoYer  v,  Snorer,  2  Beaaley,  261,  263. 
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of  maintaining  the  chUdren  committed  to  the  wife's  care. 
Yet  if  he  were  a  poor  man,  and  so  the  children  would  be 
obliged  to  labor  in  part  for  their  support  were  the  cohabita- 
tion continuing,  this  fact  should  be  taken  into  the  consid* 
eration;  indeed  he  should  take  care  of  and  educate  his 
children,  according  to  his  ability  and  standing,  as  shown  in 
those  principles  which  relate  to  alimony,  already  brought 
under  our  review.  At  the  same  time,  a  wealthy  father  should 
never  be  compelled  by  a  court  to  do  what  many  wealthy 
fathers  do  voluntarily,  lavish  on  the  child  money  and  the 
luxuries  which  money  brings,  till  the  promptings  of  its  nature 
to  do  and  to  suffer,  as  every  human  being  should  do  and 
suffer  in  this  life  if  he  would  discharge  to  himself  the  duties 
which  the  Creator  intended  when  placing  man  on  the  earth, 
are  eaten  out  by  the  rust  of  inactivity,  and  vice  takes  pos- 
session where  virtue  should  dwell 

§  556  [639].  The  mere  giving  to  the  wife  of  the  custody 
of  the  children,  at  le^st  the  mere  appointment  of  her  to  be 
guardian  over  them,  by  a  legislative  act  which  dissolves,  on 
her  petition,  the  marriage,  does  not  change  the  legal  relation 
of  the  father  to  them,  further  than  concerns  the  right  of 
guardianship.  It  does  not  emancipate  them ;  and  their  set- 
tlement in  law  follows  his,  not  the  mother's,  with  whom  they 
are  living ;  and  he  is  relieved  from  no  obligation  to  support 
them.^  Thus  it  was  held  In  Connecticut ;  and  further,  that, 
where  the  parents  were  divorced  by  legislative  act,  and  the 
mother  was  appointed  guardian  of  the  minor  children,  the 
father  was  liable  in  a  suit  at  common  law  to  compensate 
her,  and  a  stranger  whom  she  had  married,  for  the  education 
and  support  furnished  them.'  But  the  New  York  Supreme 
Court  refused  to  recognize  this  doctrine  to  its  full  extent; 


^  Biarlborongh  v,  Hebron,  S  Conn.  20 ;  Stanton  v.  Willson,  8  Day  37 ;  Leayitt, 
V.  Leayitt,  Wright,  719;  Cowls  v.  Cowla,  8  GUman,  485. 

*  Stanton  v.  WUUbn,  8  Daj,  87.  And  see  the  observBtionfl  of  the  court,  npon 
this  case,  in  Gordon  v.  Potter,  17  Vt.  848. 
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and  Piatt,  J.,  who  gave  the  opinion,  observed :  *^  The  obliga- 
tion to  support  the  children  of  that  marriage  was  equal  upon 
both  the  parents;  there  being  no  special  contract  between 
the  parties,  nor  any  provision  upon  that  subject  in  the  statute 
granting  the^divorce.  The  only  provision  regarding  the  chil- 
dren (and  that  was  made  upon  the  express  application  and 
request  of  [the  mother]  Mrs.  Bird),  was,  that  the  father 
should  be  divested  of  the  custody  and  control  of  them,  and 
that  the  mother  should  be  their  sole  guardian.  The  mother 
being  under  equal  natural  obligation  with  the  father  to  main- 
tain her  offspring,  and  no  positive  law  of  Connecticut  being 
shown  on  that  subject,  I  can  see  no  legal  ground  to  .authorize 
a  recovery  by  the  mother  against  thd  father  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  children.  At  most,  she  can  have  a  right  to  sue 
for  a  contribution  only."  * 

§  557  [639].  In  a  more  recent  Connecticut  case,  where 
there  had  been  a  judicial  divorce  on  the  application  of  the 
wife,  to  whom  the  custody  and  control  .of  the  minor  children 
were  awarded,  the  majority  of  the  court,  two  judges  dissent- 
ing, refused  to  sustain  her  action  of  book  debt,  against  the 
father,  for  the  cost  of  maintaining  and  educating  them.  The 
ground  of  the  refusal  was,  that,  after  the  divorce,  the  parents 
were  under  equal  obligation  for  their  support ;  so  that  she,  at 
the  utmost,  could  demand  no  more  than  a  contribution  firom 
the  father.'  The  true  legal  principle  applicable  to  cases  of 
this  kind  seems  to  be,  that  the  right  to  the  services  of  the 
children,  and  the  obligation  to  maintain  them  go  together ;  * 
and,  if  the  assignment  of  the  custody  to  the  wife  extends  to 
depriving  the  father  of  his  claim  to  their  services,  then  he 
cannot  be  compelled  to  maintain  them  otherwise  than  in  pur- 
suance of  some  statutory  regulation.  So  where  the  court, 
granting  the  divorce  and  assigning  the  custody  to  the  wife, 
makes,  under  authority  of  the  statute,  provision  for  their  sup- 


1  Pawling  o.  Willioii,  18  Jofane.  198,  809.  * 

*  Finch  V.  Finch,  22  Conn.  411.        *  See  ante,  S  9SS,  and  the  cases  there  eitsd. 
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•port  cot  of  the  busband's  estate,^  he  would  seem,  within 
principles  already  mentionad,^  to  be  relienKi  from  all  further 
obligation. 

§  558.  There  are  some  cases,  principally  of  a  more  tecent 
date  than  those  referred  to  in  the  last  two  sections,  from 
which  some  fortber  views  relating  to  this  matter  may  be 
derived.  In  Pennsylvania,  a  mother  deserted  her  husband 
before  the  birth  of  her  child,  for  which  desertion  the  husband 
obtained  a  divorce  ;  but  there  was  no  decree  of  the  court  re- 
lating to  the  custody  of  this  child.  She  retained  the  child, 
after  the  divorce,  in  her  own  keeping,  and  brought  suit  to 
vecover  of  the  father  compensation  for  its  maintenance.  The 
court  held,  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  recover ;  and  Lowrie, 
C.  J.,  observed  :^  The  father  is  willing  to  take  the  child  and 
support  it  himself.  K  she  prefers  to  keep  it,  she  oan  claim 
nothing  from  him  as  a  right ;  and  we  cannot  enforce  the  duty 
of  generosity.  When  a  man  abandons  his  child  and  casts  it 
upon  the  public,  he  becomes  liable  for  its  support  But  it  is 
entirely  impossible  to  treat  a  child  as  thus  cast  on  the  public, 
when  the  fact  simply  is,  that  the  mother  has  deserted  the 
father,  and  carried  away  the  child,  and  continues  to  support 
it"'  On  the  other  hand  it  has  been  held,  —  no  question  of 
divorce  being  involved, — .that  the  obligation  of  a  father  to 
provide  for  his  child  is  not  affected  by  his  wife's  misconduct ; 
and  if,  notwithstanding  such  misconduct,  he  suffers  the  child 
to  live  with  the  wife,  he  thereby  constitutes  her  his  agent  to 
contract  for  necessaries  for  the  child,  and  is  liable  to  those 
who  furnish  them  thus  on  his  credit^  The  doctrine  of  these 
cases,  in  which  different  results  were  reache'd,  is  perhaps  not 
inharmonious ;  still  it  seems  to  the  writer  that  the  true  prin- 
ciple is  this :  if,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  of  which  a  jury  is  to 
judge,  the  father  meanl  to  intrust  the  mother  with  an  agency 


^  Ante,  \  552.  *  Ante,  S  401. 

*  Htler  V.  Fitler,  •  Casey,  50,  57. 
«  Gill  V.  Read,  5  B.  I.  343 ;  Bnmney  v.  Eejes,  7  N.  H.  571. 
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in  these  cases,  he  is  holden  on  this  ground  ;  or,  if  he  meant  ta 
pay  her,  or  perhaps  if  he  meant  to  cast  off  the  children  with- 
out giving  them  any  support,  he  is  holden.  Yet  if  she  chose 
to  take  the  children  herself,  and  provide  for  them,  while  the 
fathet  was  willing  to  provide  for  theni  himself,  the  fact  of  his 
not  interfering  to  prevent  her  executing  this  choice  could  not 
place  him  under  any  legal  obligation  to  her  or  any  other 
person.  They  had  necessaries  furnished  by  one  who  was 
willing  to  furnish  them,  while  he  was  willing  to  do  the  same 
thing  also.^ 

§  559  [645].  We  have  thus  considered  the  usual  orders 
and  decrees  which  accompany  and  follow  the  sentence  of 
divorce ;  but  the  statutes  of  some  of  the  States  contain  other 
provisions  still.  For  example,  the  court  in  New  York,  on 
granting^  a  divorce,  may  decide  upon  the  legitimacy  of  chil* 
dren  bom  subsequently  to  the  commission  of  the  offence  for 
which  the  divorce  is  given.'  But  we  shall  find  little  satisfac* 
tion  in  pursuing  these  investigations  further ;  since  the  books 
do  not  furnish  us  with  adjudication^  to  point  the  way. 


1  And  Bee  Hancock  v.  Merrick,  10  Cvsh.  41 ;  Bnrritt  v,  Bnrritt,  29  Barb.  1S4. 
*  Cross  V,  Oro68,  3  Paige,  189 ;  Van  Aemam  v.  Van  Aemam,  1  Barb.  Ch.  875 ; 
Montgomery  v.  Montgomery,  8  Barb.  Ch.  188. 
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THE  PROCEDURE  IN  SPECIFIC  CAUSES  OF  DIVORCE  AND 
NULLITY ;  EMBRACING  PLEADING,  PRACTICE,  AND  EVI- 
DENCE. 


CHAPTER    XXXII. 


GBNBRAL  VIBTfS* 


§  560.  The  present  book  does  not  embrace  qnite  all  the 
causes  of  divorce  and  nullity  which  were  mentioned  in  the  first 
volume ;  because  not  all  of  them  require  any  specific  expla- 
nation with  regard  to  the  procedure.  In  previous  portions  of 
this  second  volume,  we  have  so  far  examined  the  general  doc- 
trines which  concern  the  pleading,  practice,  and  evidence  in 
these  causes,  as  will  leave  but  an  easy  course  for  us  through 
the  following  chapters. 

§  561.  In  the  closing  part  of  this  volume,  a  sufficient 
number  of  forms  will  be  given  fully  to  illustrate  the  practice 
and  the  pleading.  Let  us,  in  the  chapters  now  before  us,  en- 
deavor to  supply  matter  of  reference  whereby  those  forms  can 
be  verified ;  and  furnish,  likewise,  the  needful  view  of  the 
evidence. 


CHAPTEE    XXXIII. 

ITANT  OF  MBNTAL  OAPAOOY^ 

§  562.  ThIb  reports  do  not  contain  any  cases  relating  to 
the  pleading  and  practice  to  be  pursued  where  a  marriage  is 
sought  to  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  the  insanity  of  one  of 
the  parties;  and  it  is  not  deemed  best  to  enter  into  mere 
speculation  upon  the  subject,  especially  as  no  questions  of 
much  difficulty  are  liable  to  arise  in  relation  to  this  matter. 
Some  questions  concerning  the  evidence  there  are,  howeveri 
for  consideration. 

§  563  [184].  The  first  question  relates  to  the  burden  of 
proof.  The  full  and  complete  discussion  of  this  question 
would  lead  us  further  into  the  general  law  of  evidence,  than 
it  would  be  consistent  with  the  object  of  these  pages  for  us 
to  go.  The  proposition  however  has  been  laid  down,  that, 
when  the  fact  of  marriage  between  parties  of  sufficient  age 
4s  established,  the  law  presumes  them  to  have  been  capable 
of  giving  a  valid  consent ;  and  he  who  alleges  the  contrary 
must  prove  it^  And  this  is  a  part  of  the  general  doctrine, 
that  every  person  is  to  be  presumed,  primd  facie^  to  be  sane.^ 
On  the  other  hand,  the  doctrine  is  stated  to  be,  that,  when  a 
condition  of  permanent  insaitity  is  once  shown,  the  burden 
shifts,  and  he  who  claims  there  was  a  lucid  interval  must 


1  For  the  law  relative  to  this  gronnd  of  iidXlitj,  Bee  Vol.  L  4  1S4  et  seq. 

*  Browning  v,  Beane,  8  Phillim.  69, 1  Eng.  Ec  190;  Wheeler  o.  Aldenon.  S 
Hag.  Ec.  574,  698,  6  Eng.  Ec  211,  223;  Hale  P.  C.8S;  Legeyt  p.  O'Brien,  MU- 
waid,  325, 334 ;  Powell  v.  Powell,  27  MiBsiB.  783.  See  Chambers  v.  The  Qneen's 
Proctor,  2  Cart.  Ec.  415,  7  Eng.  Ec.l51 ;  1  l^nB,  Dom.  Bel.  45. 

i  Archey  v.  Stephens,  8  Ind.  411. 
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prove  it.^  Yet  if  the  insanity  is  temporary,  depending  on 
some  exciting  cause  not  in  perpetoal  action,  the  rule  is  said 
to  be  different ;  and  the  burden  still  remains  with  him  who 
alleges  the  insanity,  to  show  that  it^  or  its  cause,  was  in 
operation  at  the  very  time  of  the  marriage.^  And  this  dis- 
tinction probably  explains  why  Sir  George  Lee,  in  Parker  t;. 
Parker,  refused  to  pronounce  against  the  marriage  ;^  a  result 
different  from  what  was  arrived  at  in  the  Scotch  case  of 
Brown  v.  Johnston,  where  the  woman  was  shown  to  be  in 
the  babbit  of  getting  drunk,  insanity  always  accompanying  her 
intoxication,  and  continuing  for  a  time  after  the  drunken  fit 
was  over,  and  she  was  proved  to  have  been  intoxicated  be- 
fore and  at  the  time  of  the  marriage.^ 

*    ^  564  [185].  When  the  insanity  of  a  party  has  been  estab- 


1  Turner  v,  Mejren,  1  Hag.  Con.  414, 4  Eng.  Ec.  440, 44S ;  Teny  u.  Baffington, 
11  Gft.  837.  See  Groom  v.  Thomu,  2  Hag.  Be  483,  4  Eng.  Be.  181 ;  Cartwright 
V^  Cartwright,  I  Phillim.  90,  1  Bng.  Be.  47;  Grimani  v.  Draper,  13  Jar.  926 ; 
White  V.  Driver,  1  PhiJlim.  84,  1  Eng.  Ec.  44 ;  Archey  v,  Stephens,  supra ;  Wray 
V.  Wray,  83  Ala.  187  ;  Kemble  v.  Church,  3  Hag.  Ec.  273,  5  Eng.  Ec.  107,  where 
the  long  intervid  of  leTenteen  years  since  the  insanity  proved  was  held  to  be  a 
material  circumstance.  And  see  on  this  point  Arbery  v.  Ashe,  1  Hag.  Ec.  214,  8 
Eng.  Ec.  89 ;  Brogden  v.  Brown,  2  Add.  Ec.  441,  2  Eng.  Ec.  367 ;  1  Gieenl.  By. 

*  Legeyt  v.  O'Brien,  Milward,  825,  834,  835.  See  also  White  v.  Wilson,  13 
Yes.  87 ;  HaU  v.  Warren,  9  Vee.  805,  61 1 ;  Ayrey  o.  HiU,  2  Add.  Ec  206,  209,  2 
Eng.  Ec  269.  271 ;  Wheeler  v.  Alderson,  3  Hag.  Ec  574,  5  Eng.  Ec.  .211  ; 
Brogden  v.  Brown,  2  Add.  Ec.  441,  2  Eng.  Ec.  367 ;  Stewart  v.  Redditt,  3  Md. 
67 ;  Corbit  v.  Smith,  7  Iowa,  60. 

*  Parker  v.  Parker,  2  Lee,  382,  6  Eng.  Ec.  165. 

*  Brown  v,  Johnston,  Eeig.  Consist.  Law,  Rep.  229.  "  It  is  established  by  every 
witness  who  knew  Miss  Brown,  that,  after  a  (it  of  intoxication,  which  generally 
fasted  for  many  days  at  a  time,  she  was  not  in  a  state  of  mind  to  judge  of  any 
tfamg  serioos  for  several  days  after  she  got  out  of  it ;  and,  when  it  is  considered 
that  her  liqnor  was  axdent  spixits,  every  person  most  be  convmced  of  the  troth  of  that 
eyidence.  As  therefore  the  complainer,  who  knew  this  as  well  as  any  other  per- 
son, went  off  with  Miss  Brown  while  she  was  in  a  state  of  inebriety,  in  which  she 
had  been  for  nine  immediately  preceding  days,  it  was  his  duty  to  proTe,  that,  dur- 
i^  the  course  of  the*week,  ftom  Monday  to  Saturday  [the  marriage  was  on  Mon- 
day evening,  and  on  Saturday  she  left  the  pretended  husband,  and  refused  to  have 
any  ftirther  communication  with  him],  she  had  been  in  the  state  of  sane  recollec- 
tion, and  acknowledged  him  as  her  husband.*'  The  Lord  Ordinary's  note  of  the 
case,  p.  251.    See  also  Browning  v.  Beane,  supra. 
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lished,  no  sufficient  proof  of  a  lacid  interval  arises  ftom  the 
mere  fact  that  he  went  through  the  marriage  ceremony  with 
propriety  and  decorum.  "  The  mere  joining  of  hands/'  re- 
marks Dr.  Bay,^  '^  and  uttering  the  usual  responses,  sire 
things  not  worth  considering ;  it  is  the  new  relations  which 
the  marriage  state  creates,  the  new  responsibilities  which  it 
imposes,  that  should  fix  our  attention  as  the  only  points  in 
regard  to.  which  the  question  of  capacity  can  be  properly 
•agitated.  In  other  contracts,  all  the  conditions  and  circum- 
stances may  be  definite  and  brought  into  view  at  once,  and 
the  capacity  of  the  mind  to  comprehend  them  determined 
with  comparative  facility.  In  the  contract  of  marriage,  on 
the  contrary,  there  is  nothing  definite  or  certain ;  the  obliga- 
tions which  it  imposes  do  not  admit  of  being  measured  and 
discussecl ;  they  are  of  an  abstract  kind,  and  constantly  vary- 
ing with  every  new  scene  and  condition  of  life.  With  these 
views,  we  are  obljged  to  dissent  from  the  principle  laid  down 
by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts,  in  a  case 
of  .libel  for  divorce  for  insanity  of  the  wife  at  the  time  of  the 
marriage,  that  the.  fact  of  the  parties  being  able  to  go  through 
the  marriage  ceremony  with  propriety,  was  primd  facie  evi- 
dence of  sufficient  understanding  to  make  the  contract.^  If 
by  making  the  contract  is  meant  merely  the  giving  of  con- 
sent, and  the  execution  of  certain  forms,  then  indeed  the  fact 
of  the  party's  going  through  the  ceremony  with  propriety 
may  be  some  evidence  of  sufficient  understanding  to  make 
it ;  but,  if  the  expression  includes  the  slightest  idea  of  the 
nature  of  the  relations  and  duties  that  follow,  or  even  of  the 
bonds  and  settlements  that  sometimes  accompany  it,  then  the 
fact  here  mentioned  is  no  evidence  at  all  of  sufficient  capac- 
ity. Sir  John  NichoU,  looking  at  the  subject  in  a  different 
light,  has  very  properly  said,  '  going  through  the  ceremony 


1  Bay  Med.  Jurisp.  Insaa.  Sded.  ^  800. 

3  AnoDTmoiu,  4  Pick.  32.  This  is  a  brief  case,  little  consideied  by  the  court. 
The  qnestion  «f  the  burden  of  proof  was  not  discussed  in  it ;  and  it  cannot  be 
taken,  in  any  view  of  it,  as  an  authority  for  the  proposition,  that  propriety  of  con- 
duct during  the  marriage  ceremony  would  be  sufficient  evidence  in  itself  aioiie  of  a 
lucid  inlibryal,  in  persons  shown  to  be  habitually  insane. 
[460] 
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was  not  sufficient  to  establish  the  capacity  of  the  party,  and 
that  foolish  crazy  persons  might  be  instructed  to  go  through 
the  formality  of  the  ceremony,  though  wholly  incapable  of 
ni^derstanding  the  marriage  contract'^  In  a  similar  case, 
Lord  Stowell,  then  Sir  William  Scott,  had  previously  ob- 
served, on  the  fact  given  in  evidence  that  the  party  had 
^manifested  perfect  propriety  of  behavior  during  the  cere- 
mony, that  much  stress  was  not  to  be  laid  on  that  circum- 
stance, as  persons  in  that  state  will  nevertheless  often  pursue 
a  favorite  purpose  with  the  composure  and  regularity  of  ap- 
parently sound  minds.' "  ^ 

§  565  [186].  If  the  insane  person  has  recovered  his  reason, 
being  of  lawful  age,  any  suit  on  his  behalf  to  establish  the 
nullity  of  the  marriage  must  be  brought  in  his  own  name.^ 
But  though  one  is  permitted  thus  to  plead  his  own  former 
incapacity,  the  burden  of  proof  lies  heavily  on  him.^ 

§  566  [186].  In  cases  where,  subsequently  to  the  marriage, 
a  commission  of  lunacy  has  been  taken  out,  and  the  jury 
has  found,  that  the  party  was  insane  at  the  period  of  mar- 
riage solemnized,  this  finding  is  admissible  in  evidence  as 
tending  to  establish  its  nullity ;  ^  and  we  have  seen,  that  in 
England  the  marriage  would  be  conclusively  null,  if  the 
commission  were  taken  out  before.^^  The  doctrine,  in  respect 
to  a  commission  taken  out  after  the  solemnization,  and  the 
jury  covering  in  their  finding  the  former  period,  as  deducible 
from  other  causes  than  matrimonial,  appears  to  be,  that  the 
verdict  is  sufficient  pritnd  facie  evidence  of  insanity,  but  it 


1  Browning  v.  Beane,  2  Phillim.  69, 1  Eng.  Be  190, 197. 

^  Tarnor  o.  Meyen,  I  Hag.  Con.  414,  4  Eng.  Ec.  440,  444.  .  See  also  Pai^er  o, 
Parker,  2  Lee,  382,  6  Eng.  Ec.  165. 

'  Wightman  v.  Wightman,  4  Johns.  Ch.  843 ;  Tnmer  v.  Mejers,  1  Hag.  Con. 
414,  4  Eng.  Ec.  440. 

^  Tnmer  v.  Mejers,  snpra. 

*  Portemonth  v.  Portsmouth,  1  Hag.  Ec.  855,  3  Eng.  Ec.  154.  And  see  Ex 
parte  Glen,  4  Des.  -546.  0 

•  Vol.  I.  ♦  180. 
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may  be  rebutted.^  In  a  matrimonial  cause,  Sir  John  Nicholi 
seemed  inclining  to  give  it  certainly  no  greater  weight  than 
this,  if  so  great ;  for  he  said :  ^'  The  finding  is  a  circumstance, 
and  a  part  of  the  evidence,  in  support  of  the  unsoundness  of 
mind  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  but  no  more ;  for  tiiis 
court  must  be  satisfied  by  evidence  of  its  own,  that  grounds 
of  nullity  existed."  And  in  the  case  in  which  these  obser- 
vations occur,  the  plaintiff  did  not  in  fact  rely  upon  this 
evidence  alone.' 

•• 
§  567.  Some  adjudged  points  relating  to  this  matter  are  the 

following :  In  1836,  a  man  was  found,  by  an  inquisition  of 
lunacy  which  he  never  traversed,  to  be  of  unsound  mind. 
In  1838,  he  was  married  in  due  forni;  and,  in  1850,  he  died, 
leaving  of  the  marriage  issue  who  claimed  to  be  his  heirs  at 
law  and  distributees.  It  was  held,  that  the  inquisition  of 
lunacy  was  only  primd  facie  evidence  of  his  mental  incapacity 
to  contract  the  mariage,  and  that  the  issue  had  the  right  to 
litigate  this  question.  This  was  a  South  Carolina  case,  and 
Dunkin,  Ch.,  observed :  ^  In  reference  to  proceedings  in  lu- 
nacy, our  courts  adopt  the  practice  of  Westminster  Hall,  as  it 
existed  prior  to  1721,  so  far  as  is  consistent  with  our  institu- 
tutions.  In  this,  view,  the  Stat.  2  Edw.  6,  giving  the  right 
of  traverse,  has  been  held  applicable,  although  not  expressly 
declared  to  be  of  force  in  this  State  by  any  legislative  enact- 
ment." « 

§  568.  In  a  North  Carolina  case,  on  a  suit  brought  by  the 
committee  of  an  idiot  to  have  a  marriage  which,  like  the 
one  mentioned  in  the  last  section,  was  entered  into  subse- 
quently to  the  finding  of  the  commission,  declared  void,  it 
was  laid  down  by  the  court  that  the  commission  was  not 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  idiocy;  and  a  query  was  even 
suggested,  whether  it  was  so  much  as  primd  facie  evidence ; 


1  Sergeflono.  Sealey,  8  AUl.  419;  Yatesv.Boen,  9  Stra.  1104;  Fanidor  v.  8ilk, 
8  Camp.  126 ;  Baxter  v.  Portsmonth,  5  B.  ft  0.  170 ;  2  Greenl.  Et.  §  371. 
*  Portsmoath  v.  Portsmonth,  sapra.        *  Keys  v.  Nonis,  6  Bich.  Bq.  SSS,  S90. 
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tfaoagh,  tinder  all  the  facts  appearing,  a  sentence  of  nullity 
was  pronounced.^  In  a  Kentucky  case, — not,  however,  a 
suit  for  divorce  or  nullity, — the  doctrine  was  laid  down,  that 
an  inquest  of  lunacy  is  conclusive  ewdence  eo  tempore^  but 
only  primd  facte  such  as  to  any  subsequent  time.'  And  it 
seems  to  be  the  general  doctrine  with  us,  that,  when  one 
under  guardianship  as  insane  does  an  act,  his  insanity  shall 
be  so  far  presumed  as  to  cast  upon  the  person  affirming  the 
contrary  the  burden  of  prpving  the  sanity ;  though  some  of 
the  cases  appear  to  make  the  fact  of  guardianship  only  an 
item  of  evidence  toward  establishing  the  insanity,  which  the 
party  alleging  its  existence  must  take  the  burden  throughout 
of  proving.'  • 

§  569.  The  effect  of  a  guardianship  over  an  alleged  insane 
person  may,  however,  under  the  statutes  of  some  of  our 
States,  be  such  as  to  disqualify  the  person  to  do  an  act  of  a 
particular  kind,  though  the  act  were  performed  during  a 
lucid  interval;  and  such  effect  the  reader  will  distinguish 
from  the  matter  of  proof  now  under  discussion.  Thus,  in 
Pennsylvania,  one  found  by  inquisition  to  be  a  habiMal 
drunkard  is  thereby  rendered  incompetent  to  enter  into  any 
subsequent  contract  which  will  bind  his  estate;  but,  if  he 
has  the  requisite  mental  capacity,  his  marriage  may  never- 
theless be  good.  And  where  such  a  person  executed  just 
before  his  marriage  a  bond  for  the  benefit  of  his  intended 
wife,  the  bond  was  held  to  be  void,  though  the  marriage  was 
valid.  Said  Thompson,  J. :  *'  There  is  nothing  in  the  argu- 
ment, that,  the  bond  being  in  the  nature  of  an  ante*nuptial 
settlement,  it  must  be  sustained,  or  the  marriage  contract  itself 
will  necessarily  be  void.  The  incapacity  to  contract  regards 
only  the  estate.  Contracts,  purely  personal,  or  for  others,  and 
not  involving  the  estate,  may  not  be  void.     It  was  held,  in 

• 

^  Johnson  v.  Kincade,  2  Ire.  Eq.  470. 

*  Clark  9.  Trail,  1  Met  Ky.  35 ;  8.  p.  Lncas  v.  PazBons,  S3  Oa.  267. 

*  Rogers  v.  Walker,  6  Barr,  371 ;  Stone  p.  Damon,  12  Bfass.  488;  Hopeon  v. 
Boyd,  6  B.  Monr.296;  Lncas  v.  Parsons,  snprn;  Held  v,  Lncas,  21  Ga.  447; 
Thomasfon  v.  Eercheyal,  10  Hnmph.  322. 
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Sill  t;.  McEiiight,^  that  one  decreed  a  habitnal  drunkard  might 
legally  be  an  executor.  The  marriage,  in  this  case,  was  not 
invalidated  by  reason  of  the  status  of  Witmer  [the  hus- 
band], at  the  time  of  its  celebration."  ' 


1  SUl  V.  McKnight,  7  Watts,  &  S.  244. 

*  Imhoff  V.  Witmer,  7  Casey,  S4S,  S45.    And  see  Wadaworth  o.  Sharpsteen, 
4  8eld.388.  * 

[454] 


CHAPTER    XXXiV. 


^  570.  Wb  have  already  had  occasion  to  see,"  that,  in  the 
United  States,  according  to  the  doctrine  more  generally  pre- 
vailing, a  court  of  equity,  having  general  equity  powers,  will 
take  jurisdiction  to  declare  a  marriage  void  by  reason  of 
fraud,  even  though  there  is  no  specific  statute  on  the  sub- 
jectJ  But  in  most  of  our  States,  this  matter  is  not  left  in 
BO  general  a  way,  there  are  specific  statutes  authorizing  Borae 
tribunal  to  grant  the  sentence  of  nullity  for  this  cause. 

§  571.  Concerning  the  form  of  the  bill  or  libel,  there  is  not 
much  which  can  be  said,  based  upon  specific  authority.  In 
a  Pennsylvania  case,  the  statute  providing,  that  the  com- 
plainant shall  exhibit  his  complaint  "setting  forth  par- 
ticularly and  specially"  the  grounds  thereof,  the  following 
allegation  was  held  not  to  be  sufficient:  "That  the  said 
Amanda  Gcebel  [the  defendant]  hath  wilfully  and  maliciously 
obtained  the  said  marriage  fraudulently,  and  with  force  and 
coercion  ;  and  that  in  order  to  obtain  the  said  marriage,  the 
said  Amanda  wilfully  and  knowingly  made  false  representa- 
tions to  your  libellant  and  his  friends,  which  said  false 
representations  (your  libellant  at  the  time  not  knowing  them 
to  be  false)  induced  the  said  libellant  to  enter  into  the  bonds 
of  matrimony  with  the  said  Amanda  Gcebel."  It  was  ob- 
served by  Thompson,  J.,  that  "  neither  the  nature  of  the  force 
employed,  nor  the  kind  of  fraud  practised,  or  in  what  con- 
sisted the  false  representations,  is  disclosed  or  hinted  at  in 

1  For  the  law  reUlitig  to  this  gronnd  of  nullit;,  gee  Vol,  I.  ^  164  et  eeq. 

'  Ante,  391-293.  *  And  eeo  Fowler  v.  McCartney,  27  MisalB.  509. 
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the  libel."  Moreover,  the  defect  was  not  ^attempted' to  be 
cured  by  serving  and  filing  a  specification  of  the  facts  intended 
to  be  proved,  which,  under  the  authority  of  Steele  v.  Steele,^ 
might  perhaps  still  be  permitted  by  the  courts."  ^ 

§  572.  The  general  doctrine  applicable  to  all  cases  in 
which  fraud  is  alleged,  whether  they  be  divorce  cases  or  any 
other,  is,  that  he  who  alleges  the  fraud  takes  upon  himself 
emphatically  the  burden  of  proving  it ;  since  fraud,  being  a 
dereliction  of  duty,  is  not  to  be  presumed.'  Still,  the  evidence 
of  fraud  need  not  be  such  as  absolutely  to  resist  every  other 
conclusion  ;  ^  and  Black,  C.  J.,  in  a  Pennsylvania  c^se,  once 
observed :  ^^  It  is  not  true  that  fraud  can  never  be  presumed ;" 
for  allegations  of  fraud  are  generally  sustainable,  and  in  fact 
sustained,  only  by  circumstantial  evidence.^  Therefore  in 
questions  of  fraud,  there  should  be  allowed  to  the  party 
relying  on  this  allegation  considerable  latitude  in  the  pro- 
duction of  his  evidence,  the  court  excluding*  nothing  which 
is  not  plainly  irrelevant^  Such  are  some  of  the  poiats  found 
in  cases  not  matrimonial,  and  they  apply  equally  where  the 
cause  relates  to  the  nullity  of  the  marriage. 

§  573.  Where,  in  a  suit  by  the  husband  to  annul  the  mar- 
riage by  reason  of  his  consent  to  it  having  been  obtained  by 
fraud,  the  fraud  attempted  to  be  shown  consisted  in  a  con- 
spiracy between  the  woman  and  her  paramour  to  conceal 
from  the  plaintiff  the  fact  of  her  being  with  child  by  the 
paramour,  yet  the  paramour  was  not  a  party  to  the  bill,  —  it 
was  held,  in  the  New  York  Chancery  Court,  that  the  admis- 
sion, by  this  third  person,  of  the  fact  of  his  being  the  child's 
father,  was  not  evidence  to  rebut  the  legal  presumption  of 
paternity  in  the  husband.^ 

^  Steele  v,  Steele,  1  Dall.  409.  >  Hoffinan  v.  Hoffman,  6  Casej,  417,  419. 

.  *  Joyce  V,  Joyce,  5  CaL  161 ;  Coulson  v.  CoaUon,  5  Wib.  79 ;  Flint,  v,  Jones, 
5  Wis.'  424;  Stewart  v.  English,  6  Ind.  176;  ^oUister  v.  Lond,  2  Mich.  309. 
*  Seligman  v.  Kalkman,  8  Cal.  207 ;  Parkhnnt  o.  McGraw,  24  Missis.  134. 
»  Kaine  v.  Weiglej^  10  Hanis,  Pa.  179.  •  Qist  o.  McJnnkin,  2  Rich.  154. 

T  Montgomery  p.  Montgomeiy,  3  Barb.  Ch.  182. 
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§  574.  *A  SUIT  for  nullity  on  the  ground  of  impotence  is  a 
proceeding  delicate  in  its  nature,  and  requiring  special  care 
in  respect  both  to  the  allegations  and  the  proofs.  The 
practitioner  who  appears  for  the  plaintiff  must  set  out  a 
sufficient  cause  on  which  to  base  the  sentence  he  prays,  and 
must  produce  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  the  averment; 
at  the  same  time,  he  should  be  careful  not  needlessly  to 
offend  that  sense  of  modesty  and  decency  which  should  be 
respected  as  well  in  courts  of  justice  as  in  other  places.^ 
Yet  no  false  modesty  should  prevent  him  from  setting  forth 
in  due  legal  form  the  ground  of  complaint,  and  sustaining  it 
by  competent  and  sufficient  evidence. 

§  575.  In  a  Connecticut  case,  "  the  petitioner  stated,"  says 
the  report,  "  that,  on  the  26th  of  February,  1828,  she  [the 
petitioner]  was  lawfully  married  to  the  respondent ;  that  she 
was  induced  to  enter  into  such  marriage  from  the  false  and 
fraudulent  representations  of  the  respondent,  from  which  she 
was  made  to  believe,  that  he  was  a  sound  man,  and  wholly 
competent  to  the  performance  of  all  the  duties  of  a. husband; 
yet  that,  at  the  time  of  said  intermarriage,  the  respondent 
was,  and  ever  since  has  been  and  still  is,  laboring  under  a 
corporal  imbecility,  and  never  has  had  or  attempted  to  have 
sexual  intercourse  with  the  petitioner,  although  they  have, 
for  several  weeks,  lodged  together  in  the  same  bed."     A  sen- 

1  For  the  law. relating  to  this  ground  of  nullity  of  marriage,  see  Vol.  I.  §  S21 
et  seq. 
*  And  see  ante,  §  287. 
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tence  of  nullity  having  been  on  this  petition  granted,  it  was 
reversed  on  writ  of  error  becaose  the  petition  did  not  set 
forth  a  sufficient  ground  whereon  to  found  the  sentence.  The 
CQurt  considered,  that  the  allegation  of  fraud  could  have  no 
influence,  because  it  is  not  stated  what  the  particular  fraudu- 
lent representations  were;  neither  could  the  allegation  of 
the  want  of  sexual  intercourse  srvail,  this  being  a  mere  state- 
ment of  the  evidence,  and  there  being  no  allegation  of  the 
cause  by  reason  of  which  there  was  no  such  intercourse ; 
and  the  allegation,  'Hhat,"  to  quote  the  exact  wprds,  ^at 
the  time  of  their  intermarriage  the  said  Abel  was,  and  ever 
since  has  been,  and  now  is,  laboring  under  a  corporal  imbe- 
cility," could  not  suffice,  because  it  contains  no  intimation 
of  its  permanence  or  incurability.  *'  I  would  not  intimate,'' 
said  Bissell,  J.,  ^  that  the  record  need  contain  grossly  indeli- 
cate statements.  But  surely  enough  should  be  stated  to 
enable  the  court  to  see  that  the  case  demands  their  inter- 
ference..  This,  in  my  opinion,  is  not  done  in  thfi  present 
case."  * 

§  576.  In  Coote's  Ecclesiastical  Practice,  there  are  given 
the  forms  of  two  libels  for  nullity  on  the  ground  of  impo- 
tence. The  first  one  sets  out; in  several  successive  articles,  the 
living  together  of  the  parties  in  the  general  way  of  husband 
and  wife,  and  alleges  specific  times  when  they  <*  lay  naked 
and  alone  together  in  one  and  the  same  bed."  It  likewise 
states,  that  the  parties  were  respectively  in  good  health,  and 
that  "  she  the  said  C.  D.  [the  complainant]  was  also  apt  and 
fit  for  coition  and  the  procreation  of  children,  and  was  will- 
ing to  receive  and  showed  herself  desirous  of  receiving  the 
conjugal  embraces  of  the  said  A.  6.  [the  defendant],  and  on 
all  occasions  gave  herself  up  to  him  for  the  purpose."  Then 
it  proceeds  as  follows :  *<  That  notwithstanding  the  premises 
pleaded  in  the  next  preceding  articles,  the  -said  A.  B.  has 
not  at  any  time  been  able  to  consummate  the  said  marriage, 
and  she  the  said  C.  D.  never  hath  been  carnally  known  by  him, 

^  Ferris  o.  Fevris,  8  Conn.  166. 
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nor  is  he  the  said  A.  B.  able  carnally  to  know  her  the  said 
C.  D. ;  and  the  party  proponent  doth  expressly  allege  and 
propound,  that  the  inability  of  the  said  A.  B.  to  consummate 
the  said  marriage  and  carnally  know  the  said  C.  D.,  arises 
from  the  defective  state  of  the  parts  of  generation  of  him 
the  said  A.  B.,  and  his  natural  impotency,  imbecility,  and 
impediment,  which  renders  him  incapable  of  consummating 
marriage,  or  of  carnally  knowing  or  having  sexual  inter- 
course with  any  woman  whomsoever."  Another  article  is  as 
follows :  ^!  That  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  marriage 
on  the  &C.,  and  at  all  times  subsequent  thereto,  the  said 
A.  B.  was,  as  he  now  is,  impotent,  and  wholly  incapable  of 
performing  the  act  of  generation  or  of  carnally  knowing  any 
woman,  and  such  his  constant  impotency,  or  imbecility,  and 
incapacity,  will  clearly  appear  on  an  inspection  of  his  person 
by  physicians  and  surgeons  or  other  competent  persons  suf- 
ficiently skilled  to  form  an  opinion  respecting  the  same ;  and 
it  will  also  appear  by  such  inspection  that  such  the  constant 
impotency,  inability,  and  incapacity  on  the  part  of  the  said 
A.  B.  cannot  be  removed  or  relieved."  ^ 

§  577.  The  other  libel  is  also  that  of  the  woman  against 
the  man,  and  the  two  articles  material  to  our  practice  are  as 
follows :  "  Thirteenth.  That  during  all  and  singular  the  nights 
and  parts  of  nights  that  the  said  A.  B.  and  the  said  C.  D. 
otherwise,  &c.,  lay,  naked  and  alone,  in  one  and  the  same  bed- 
room and  bed,  as  pleaded  in  the  sixth,  seventh,  eighth,  ninth, 
and  eleventh  articles  of  this  libel,  the  said  [plaintiff  woman] 
C.  D.  otherwise,  &c.,  was  apt  and  fit  for  coition,  and  was 
desirous  of  the  conjugal  embraces  of  him  the  said  A.  B.,  and 
willing  to  be  carnally  known,  in  order  to  become  a  mother, 
by  him,  and  gave  herself  up  to  him,  without  any  reserve,  for 
that  purpose  accordingly ;  also  that  during  the  whole  thereof, 
save  as  hereinafter  excepted,  the  said  A.  B.  was  of  sound  and 
perfect  bodily  health,  but  that,  notwithstanding  the  premises,* 
the  said  A.  B.  neither  ever  did  nor  was  ever  able  to  consum- 

1  Cooto  £c.  Ftact.  370-376. 
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mate  his  aforesaid  'pretended  marriage  With  the  said  C.  D., 
otherwise,  &c.,  who  is  still  a  virgin,  and  has  never  been  car- 
nally known  by  man,  as  will  appear  on  due  inspection- of  her 
person  |if  necessary),  to  competent  judges  (physicians  and 
surgeons,  or  others)."  "  Fourteenth.  That  the  said  A.  B.'s 
parts  of  generation  and  sexual  or  seminal  organs  were  and 
are  not  such,  or  in  the  same  state,  as  are  the  same  parts  and 
organs  in  men  capable  of  having  connection  with  and  of  the 
carnal  knowledge  of  woman ;  and  the  party  proponent  ex- 
pressly alleges  and  propounds,  that  it  will  appear  to  compe- 
tent judges  (physicians  and  surgeons  or  others),  on  a  due 
examination  of  his  the  said  A.  B.'s  person,  that  such  was 
and  is  the  fact,  and  that  he,  the  said  A.  B.,  as  well  at  the 
time  of  his  aforesaid  pretended  marriage  with  the  said  C.  D., 
otherwise,  &c.,  as  before  and  ever  since  the  same,  hath  been 
and  now  is  naturally  impotent  or  incapable  of  knowing  any 
woman  carnally ;  and  that  it  will  also  further  appear  to  sudh 
competent  judges,  on  such  due  examination,  that  the  said 
A.  B.'s  natural  impotency  aforesaid  was  and  is  irremediable, 
and  not  to  be  removed  or  relieved  by  art."  ^ 

■ 

§  578.  The  English  libel  says  nothing  of  fraud  in  the  pro- 
curement of  this  marriage ;  and  it  is  believed  that  nowhere,  in 
this  country,  is  there  necessity  or  even  propriety  in  alleging, 
in  a  libel  for  divorce  for  impotence,  that  the  marriage  was 
brought  about  by  fraudulent  practices.  The  form  of  the  alle- 
gation, likewise,  need  not  be  s6  extended  as  it  used  to  be  in 
England  under  the  ecclesiastical  practice.^  Perhaps  the  fol- 
lowing may  be  accepted  as  containing  the  substance  of  what 
has  been  extracted  from  Coote's  Practice  into  the  last  two 
sections :  That  the  libellant  and  respondent  lay  naked  and 
alone  together  in  one  and  the  same  bed  during  each  night 
from  the  &c.  to  the  &c. ;  that  she,  the  libellant,  was  in  good 
health,  and  apt  and  fit  to  receive  the  embraces  of  man,  and  to 
be  carnally  known  by  the  respondent,  and  was  willing  and 
gave  herself  to  be  so  known,  but  that  he,  being  of  good  health, 

1  Coote  £c.  Pract.  385, 386.  *  See  ante,  S  217,  221,  281,  324. 
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was  unable  to  consummate  his  said  marriage ;  and  she,  the 
libellant,  alleges,  that  she  remains  and  is  a  virgin  unknown, 
and  that  by  reason  of  imperfections  and  disease  in  the  sexual 
organs  of  the  respondent,  he  was,  at  the  time  of  his  said 
pretended  marriage  with  the  libellant,  and  still  is,  incapable 
of  consummating  said  marriage,  or  carnally  knowing  woman, 
and  that  his  said  incapacity  is  irremediable  and  incurable. 

§  579.  A  form  of  allegation  like  the  one  given  in  the  last 
section  seems  ^idapted,  if  to  it  the  period  of  cohabitation 
be  specifically  "added,  to  those  cases  in  which  the  proof 
o£  impotence  consists,  not  so  much  in  showing  an  obvious 
imperfection  in  the  parts,  as  in  showing  a  triennial  cohabi- 
tation and  non-consummation.  When  the  defect  is  obvious 
on  inspection,  and  especially  when  the  complainant  was, 
for  instance,  a  widow  at  the  time  of  marriage,  and  is  not  a 
virgin,  the  form  of  the  allegation  should  be  varied  to  accord 
with  the  particular  facts.^  In  the  proper  place  in  this  volume 
some  further  forms  will  be  given. 

§  580  [341].  Relating  to  this  divorce  suit  for  impotence, 
there  are  certain  principles,  mentioned  already,'  from  which 
the  doctrine  seems  to  be  derivable,  that,  if  a  man  marries, 
knowing  himself  to  be  impotent,  he  cannot  himself  carry  on 
a  suit  to  have  the  marriage  declared  void  on  this  ground, 
though  the  party  deceived  can,  and  so  could  he,  if  he  were 
ignorant  of  his  own  infirmity ;  or  if,  being  himself  without 
physical  impediment,  he  marries  a  woman  whom  he  knows 
to  be  impotent,  he  cannot  be  heard  afterward  to  complain  of 
this.  These  propositions  were  substantially  affirmed  by  Sir 
John  NichoU,  in  a  suit  by  the  husband,  ^^ho  was  forty-five 
years  old  at  the  time  of  his  marriage,  to  have  it  declared  void 
after  a  cohabitation  of  seven  years,  because  of  his  own  impo- 
tence, from  a  cause  obvious  upon  inspection.  The  husband 
had  been  moved  to  this  suit  by  his  wife's  becoming  pregnant. 
But  the  learned  judge  considered  it  incredible,  that  he  should 


1  And  866  post,  §  584,  585. 


89* 


<  Vol.  I.  §  323,  833. 
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have  lived  forty-five  years  in  ignorance  of  this  bodily  defect 
in  himself;  at  all  events,  he  must  have  discovered  it  long 
ll^fore  the  institation  of  his  suit ;  and  so  the  maxim  Our 
iamdiu  tacuU  ?  would  apply.  On  this  aspect  of  the  case,  he 
rejected  the  libel.^  Djr.  Lushington  has  since  remarked  of 
this  case :  '^  I  do  not  mean  to  say,  that  Sir  John  NichoU  was 
not  perfectly  justified  in  thinking  his  own  reasons  sufficient 
for  refusing  to  entertain  that  suit ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  I 
cannot  honestly  refrain  from  saying,  that  there  were  grounds, 
if  not  counterbalanced  by  others,  which  ought  to  have  in- 
duced  him  to  admit  that  libeL"  ' 

§  581  [242].  In  the  before-mentioned  case,  the  counsel  for 
the  husband  relied  on  the  text  of  the  canon  law,  and  on  a 
manuscript  opinion  of  the  late  Sir  William  Wynne.  The 
latteyr  opinion*  was  to  the  effect,  that  '^  a  woman  may  institute 
a  suit  of  nullity  of  marriage  against  her  husband  on  the 
account  of  impotence  or  incapacity  in  herself  to  perform  the 
duties  of  juarriage."  Ck)ncerning  this  opinion,  the  court  re- 
marked :  ^^  That  was  the  case  of  a  woman.  The  opinion  of 
any  person  of  higher  authority  cannot  be  produced  Than  of 
that  person ;  but  it  cannot  be  considered  as  an  authority  ap- 
plying to  the  case.  The  court  does  not  mean  to  lay  it  down, 
that,  in  no  possible  case,  or  under  no  circumstances,  a  woman 
may  be  allowed  to  bring  such  a  suit.  But,"  continued  the ' 
learned  judge,  referring  to  some  canon-law  authorities  which 
had  been  produced,  ^'  even  if  the  canon  law  is  direct  on  the 
point,  —  is  it  according  to  the  law  of  England  to  receive  such 
a  suit  ?  It  is  a  maxim,  that  no  man  shall  take  advantage  of 
his  own  wrong ;  it  is  the  principle  of  the  canon  law  itself, 
the  principle  of  r^son  and  justice."  ^  The  true  distinction 
probably  is,  that  a  person  cannot  be  heard  to  complain  of  a 
physical  impediment  in  himself  or  the  other  party,  of  which 
he  had  knowledge  at  the  time  of  the  marriage ;  but,  if  he 


1  Norton  v.  Beton,  8  Phmim.  147,  I  Eng.  Ec.  384.    Vol.  L  §  883 ;  post,  ^  586. 
s  In  Miles  o.  Chilton,  1  Bobectaon,  684,  699. 
>  Norton  o.  Seton,  8  FhUlim.  147, 1  Eng.  Ec.  384. 
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were  ignorant  of  the  existence  of  the  defect,  or  of  its  incur- 
able nature,  though  in  himself  he  may  take  advantage  of  it 
by  suit  of  nullity.^  The  marriage  was  a  mistake ;  the  ends 
intended  by  it  cannot  be  answered.  Either  party  may  be 
heard  for  the  correction  of  a  mistake,  though  unaccompanied 
by  fraud.'  And  on  no  principle  can  it  make  a  difference, 
whether  the  man  or  the  woman  is  plaintiff,  only  as  a  certain 
regard  is  in  all  matters  of  divorce  paid  to  female  delicacy  ;^ 
and  0he,  therefore,  is  not  held  to  so  great  promptness  in  insti- 
tuting  her  suit  as  the  man. 

§  582  [243].  The  suit  for  impotence,  like  any^other  suit 
.  for  nullity  of  marriage  or  divorce,  may  be  affected  by  two  in- 
gredients of  a  very  uncertain  and  undefined  nature ;  namely, 
delay,  and  insincerity  in  the  party  proceeding.^  « Perhaps  the 
matter  of  insincerity  is  the  one  to  be  directly  considered,  and 
delay  is  to  be  viewed  merely  as  proof  of  insincerity.  And 
any  unnecessary  delay  will  be  adverted  to  by  the  court  as 
bearing  on  this  matter  o(  insincerity.^  Where,  in  a  case  of 
malformation,  the  husband  was  promoter,  and  the  defect  was . 
palpable,  a  delay  of  seven  years  was  said  to  be  almost  a  bar.* 
Delay  by  the  husband  of  even  sixteen  months  has  occasioned 
suspicion;^  and  it  has  been  laid  down  that  lapse  of  time, 
though  it  does  not  appear  precisely  what  time,  may  operate 
'  as  an  absolute  bar  to  the  suit  not  brought  by  the  party  in- 
jured.® But  .the  wife  is  not  held  to  the  same  promptness  as 
the  husband ;  the  modesty  of  the  sex  may  account  for  for- 
bearance by  her ;  ®  and,  where  the  woman  commenced  pro- 
ceedings twelve  years  after  the  marriage,  relying,  however, 

1  See  Ayl.  Parar.  230. .  ^  1  Story  £q.  Jnrisft.  S  142-144. 

*  Post,  S  &8S.  *  Ante,  \  103  et  seq.,  and  especially  S  1 12. 

*  Biiggfl  r.  Morgan,  2  Hag.  Con.  324,  330;  B.  o.  3  Phillim.  325,  1  Eng.  £c. 
408 ;  Anonjmoos,  Deane  and  Swabey,  295. 

0  Qneet  v.  Shipley,  2  Hag.  Con.  321,  4  Eng.  £c  548.    And  see  Harris  v.  Ball, 

in  Norton  o.  Seton,  3  Phillim.  147, 155,  and  remarks  of  Sir  John  NichoU  in  the 

latter  case,  1  Eng.  Ec.  384,  385,  386. 

7  Briggs  V.  Morgan,  3  Phillim.  325,  330, 1  Eng.  Ec.  408, 410. 

>  Ball  V,  Ball, cited  in  Norton  v.  Seton,  3  Phillim.  147,  J59, 1  Eng.  Ec.  384, 386. 

Sir  John  NichoU,  ii^  Norton  v.  Seton,  3  Phillim.  147»  159, 1  Eng.  Ec.  384, 386. 
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on  proof  of  non-consummation  after  a  triennial  cohabitation, 
no  objection  was  made  on  account  of  the  delay.^  These  au- 
thorities show,  that  the  same  strictness,  as  to  the  time  within 
which  the  injured  party  must  disaffirm  the  marriage,  does  not 
apply  here  as  in  cases  of  fraud  and  duress.' 

§  583  [243  a].  Indeed,  in  a  late  English  case,  the  husband 
was  permitted  to  carry  on  his  suit  instituted  seventeen  years 
after  the  marriage.  In  his  libel,  he  explained  the  delay  ;  the 
wife  objected  to  its  admission,  but  was  overruled  by  the  Con- 
sistory Court,  the  Arches  Court,  and  the  Judicial  Committee, 
severally ;  all  holding,  that  delay  alone  is  not  an  absolute 
legal  bar  to  the  proceeding.^  Yet  when  this  case  came  on 
for  final  hearing,  the  divorce  was  refused,  chiefly  because  the 
plaintiff  had*so  long  slumbered  over  his  rights.  •"  Their  lord- 
ships," said  Dr.  Lushington,  *'  are  all  of  opinion,  that  long 
acquiescence,  with  knowledge  or  the  means  of  procuring 
knowledge,  would  operate  as  a  bar  to  the  prosecution  of  such 
a  suit ;  and  more  especially  if  the  circumstances  showed,  that 
the  suit  was  brought,  not  on  account  of  the  evils  resulting 
from  such  imperfection,  but  for  other  and  different  reasons.**  * 


•  1  Pollard  V,  liV'yboani,  1  Hag.  Ec.  725,  3  Eng.  Ec.  SOS ;  Rogers  Ec  Law,  2d 
ed.  641.  In  a  late  case,  where  the  wife's  suit  was  brought  twenty-one  Tears  after 
the  separation,  and  twenty-five  after  the  marriage,  the  majority  of  the  conrt  held, 
that,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  .ciase,  the  divorce  should  be  re- 
fused.   H.  17.  C.  1  Swab.  &  T.  605.    See  ante,  4  111,  112. 

>  Vol.  I.  S  178,  214.  *  B.  V,  M.  2  Robertson,  580. 

*  B n  V.  B n,  28  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  95,  101 ;  B.  o.  in  all  its  stages,  1  Spinks, 

248.  There  is  great  confusion  in  the  books  concerning  the  precise  limitations  of 
the  doctrines  mentioned  in  this  section  and  the  last ;  and,  in  truth,  they  appear  not 
to  be  of  a  nature  susceptible  of  exact  defining.  Dr.  Lushington,  in  a  very  late  case, 
after  mentioning  the  case  spoken  of  in  the  text  of  this  section  as  deciding,  that  the 
husband  may  be  "  barred  by  his  delay  or  other  conduct,"  adds :  "  But  when  the  in- 
quiry is  pushed  further,  and  it  is  asked,  what  is  the  delay  and  what  is  the  conduct 
which  shall  bar  the  suit,  I  feel  that  all  is  involved  in  doubt  and  obscurity.  If  I 
consider  the  question  of  time,  I  do  not  find  that  any  period  has  been  fixed.  If  I 
look  to  other  circumstances,  I  am  still  more  in  the  dark ;  for  1  am  not  aware  of  any 
aathority  which  has  attempted  to  define  them.  I  know  nothing  more  painful  than 
to  have  to  exercise  a  judicial  discretion,  without  landmarks'  to  guide  the  judgment. 
If  I  look  to  the  principle  by  which  the  institution  of  these  suits  is  governed,  it 
a£R>rds  me  fitde  light  to  discover  my  way  in  such  a  oom)>inAtion  of  facts  as  now 
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§  584  [S44].  The  age  of  the  parties  is  edways  important 
tx)  be  considered  in  these  suits,  though  there  seems  to  be  no 
age  which  absolutely  bars  the  proceedings.  A  sentence  of 
nullity,  and  especially  an  order  to  inspect  the  person,  which, 
as  matter  of  proof,^  must  generally  precede  the  sentence,  are 
granted  less  readily  as  the  parties  advance  in  years ;  and  par- 
ticularly is  the  court  more  reluctant  to  interfere,  when,  at  the 
time  of  the  marriage,  the  woman  was  past  the  period  of  child- 
bearing.  While  persons  are  young,  this  injury  is  greater;  in 
more  advanced  life,  it  is  less,  and  the  mode  of  inquiry  is  Jess 
conclusive,  and  more  abhorrent  to  the  feelings.  On  these 
grounds,  the  libellant,  in  the  English  ecclesiastical  practice. 


preeentB  itself.  What  is  the  principle,  the  foandation,  of  the  right  to  claim  a  de- 
cide pronouncing  a  mairiage  void,  where  one  of  the  parties  is  incapable  of  consum- 
mation ?  It  is  partly  stated  in  the  case  already  refened  to  [the  one  mentioned  in 
our  text] ;  and  to  that  judgment  I  am  justified  in  referring,  for  it  is  the  judgment 
of  all  the  Judicial  Committee  who  heard  the  case :  first,  because  the  great  chief 
purpose  of  marriage  cannot  be  fulfilled ;  secondly,  because,  by  such  a  marriage, 
the  temptation  to  evil  courses  is  not  removed ;  thirdly  [but  see  Vol.  I.  \  322  and 
note],  because,  in  some  cases,  especially  where  the  defect  is  on  the  husband's  side, 
continued  cohabitation  would  be  destructive  to  the  health  and  comfort  of  one  of 
ti)e  parties.    There  was  one  such  case  a  few  years  since,  of  a  very  distressing  diar- 

«cter.    There  are  many  other  reasons  which  I  need  not  recapitulate There 

are  inherent  difficulties  in  the  subject-matter,  which  render  the  application  of  the 
principles  laid  down  a  very  anxious  task.    Time  is  one.    What  combination  of 

circumstances  constitufto  insinceri^,  another Except  in  case  of  extreme 

old  age,  it  is -obvious  that  the  refusal  to  allow  a  remedy  on  account  of  the  remiss- 
ness of  the  husband,  though  he  personally  may  not  be  entitled  to  complain,  leaves 
untouched  one  reason  for  entertaining  the  suit,  the  prevention  of  illicit  intercourse. 
Then,  with  regard  to  what  is  called  in  some  preceding  cases,  and  in  B.  v.  B.,  the 
insincerity  of  the  suit,  I  have  great  difficulty  in  saying  what  would  constitute  in- 
sincerity, and  what  sincerity.  Suppose  a  man  anxious  for  issue,  thar  motive  would 
not  constitute  insincerity.  Suppose  a  man  anxious  to  marry  another  woman,  I 
could  not  hold  that  to  be  insincerity.  Suppose  a  man  to  indulge  in  illicit  connec- 
tions, could  that  be  proof  that  he  was  insensible  to  the  incapacity  of  his  wife  for 
tonjugal  intercourse?  I  do  not  think  that  proposition  maintainable;  it  might 
rather  bear  the  other  way.  Could  such  criminal  connection  alone  bar  the  suit  ? 
No  such  argument  has  ever  been  advanced,  and  there  is  no  precedent  for  so  hold- 
ing. Insincerity  is  therefore  something  difierent.  I  cannot  attempt  to  define  it ;  it 
must  be  a  combination  of  circumstances  which  show,  that  the  alleged  grievance  was 
not  the  motive  which  led  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  but  what  would  consti- 
tute such  a  case  cannot  -be  defined  beforehand.''  Anonymous,  Deane  &  Swabey, 
295,  298-^00.  See  also  H.  v.  C.  1  Swab.  &  T.  605. 
1  Post,  \  590. 
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must  state  in  his  libel  the  respective  ages  of  the  parties ;  ^  bat 
whether  this  would  be  strictly  necessary  in  this  country  is  a 
point  not  discussed  by  the  authorities;  yet  it  is  believed  not 
to  be  necessary. 

^  585  [245].  The  proofs  of  impotence  are  attended  with 
some  peculiarities.  According  to  the  facts  of  some  cases, 
the  defect  is  obvious ;  while,  in  other  cases,  either  it  or  its  in* 
curable  nature  is  ascertainable  only  by  trial  and  time.  Where 
therefore  thQ  allegation  was,  that  the  male  member  was  soft 
and  short,  the  court  said,  this  did  not  always  continue.^  The 
books  of  Medical  Jurisprudence  furnish  ample  other  illustra- 
tions. In  these  latter  cases,  the  English  rule,  derived  from 
the  canon  law,  requires  the  parties  to  cohabit  three  years ; 
and,  if  the  marriage  is  not  consummated  within  that  time, 
impotence  is  presumed,^ — a  rule,  however,  which  has  re- 
cently been  somewhat  relaxed  as  to  time.^  But  where  the 
defect  is  obvious  on  inspection,  this  three  years'  cohabitation 
is  unnecessary.^  And  the  libel  must  show  on  its  face,  either 
that  there  has  been  a  triennial  cohabitation,  or  that  the  defect 
is  obvious  upon  inspection,  —  in  which  latter  case  also,  some 
particular  visible  defect  must  be  alleged,  or  the  libel  will  not* 
be  admitted  to  proof.^ 


1  Briggs  V.  Morgan,  2  Hag.  Con.  328,  830 ;  s.  o.  3  Phillim.  325, 1  Eng.  £c. 
408. 

'  Grimbaldeston  v.  Anderson,  cited  in  Norton  v.  Seton,  1  Phillim.  147, 154, 1 
Eng.  Ec.  384,  385. 

*  Grimbaldeston  v.  Anderson,  supra ;  Pollard  v,  Wybonm,  I  Hag.  Ec.  725,  3 
Eng.  Ec.  808 ;  Sparrow  v,  Hanrison,  3  Cnrt.  Ec,  16,  27,  7  Eng.  Ec.  359  ;  Welde 
9.  Welde,  2  Lee,  578.  In  Pollard  v.  Wyboam  Dr.  Lushington  remarked :  "  Here 
are  the  very  strongest  grounds  to  presume  the  impotency  of  the  man.  If  the  par- 
ties lay  together  in  one  bed  for  so  many  years,  of  such  ages,  and  the  woman  is 
certified  to  remain  mrgo  iniada;  there  cannot  be  a  stronger  presumption,  that  im- 
potency  existed,  and  that  it  was  incurable." 

*  Post,  4  588  et  seq. 

*  "Briggs  p.  Morgan,  3  Phillim.  325, 1  Eng.  Ec.  408 ;  Deane  v.  Aveling,  1  Rob- 
ertson, 279.  "  When  the  impotency  doth  sufficiently  constare  to  be  perpetual  by 
the  oaths  aforesaid  upon  inspection,  there  the  triennial  probation  ceases."  Godol. 
Ab.  494. 

*  Aleson  v.  Alesoo,  2  Lee,  576 ;  Lewis  v,  Lewis,  cited  2  ib.  579. 
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§  586  [246].  Moreover  it  is  said  in  Swinburne  on  Spousals : 
^  Albeit  he  that  hath  accomplished  the  age  of  fonrteen  years 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage  be  not  then  abie  to  pap  the  debt 
which  he  oweth  to  his  wife,  yet,  by  the  received  opinion 
(though  some  dissent),  the  matrimony  is  not  therefore  by 
and  by  to  be  adjudged  void;  but  she  is  to  expect  until  he 
have  overreached  the  eighteenth  year  of  his  age,  wherein 
plena  puberUu  is  concluded ;  and,  if  then  also  he  be  unable 
to  pay  his  dues,  at  the  instance  of  the  woman  the  marriage 
may  be  dissolved,  unless  the  judge,  upon  the  consideration  of 
the  qualities  of  the  persons,  shall  grant  a  longer  time."  ^ 

§  587  [347].  In  Greenstreet  v.  Cumyns,  the  cohabitation 
seems  not  to  have  continued  for  three  years.  The  form  of 
the  allegation  in  this  respect  is  not  given  in  the  report ;  but 
the  marriage  was  celebrated  in  July,  1807,  and  the  suit  was 
instituted  Nov.  1809*  The  libel,  produced  by  the  woman, 
charged  the  husband's  incapacity  for  consummation ;  and  he 
admitted  the  fact  in  his  answers.  The  physicians  and  sur- 
geons appointed  to  inspect  his  person  stated  substantially  in 
their  report,  that,  though  the  disease  and  imperfection^of  the 
parts  were  not  such  as  to  imply  impotence  to  the  execution 
of  their  functions ;  yet  that,  having  heard  his  own  accurate 
history  of  the  alleged  difficulty,  they  put  full  faith  in  his  ac- 
count; and,  as  he  was  in  good  health,  they  could  hold  out 
no  hopes  of  its  being  remedied  by  any  medical  treatment. 
The  wife  seems  not  to  have  been  inspected.  Lord  Stowell 
was  of  opinion,  that  the  proofs  were  sufficient,  and  that  there 
was  no  collusion,  and  pronounced  for  the  nullity.  "  There 
is  an  air  of  truth,"  he  said,  "  in  the  evidence,  and  a  great  dis- 
position on  the  part  of  the  husband  to  alone  for  the  injury  he 
has  inflicted  on  this  lady ;  being  in  utter  ignorance  himself 
of  his  constitutional  defects.  It  appears  he  was  incapable  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage,  and  has  continued  so  ever  since."  ^ 


^  Swinb.  Spoiualfl,  49. 

>  Groenstreet  v,  Comyns,  8  Phillim.  10, 1  Eng.  £c  165. 
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§  588  [248].  In  cases  proper  for  the  application  of  the 
three  years'  rule,  a  substantia  compliance  with  it  seems  to 
be  all  which  is  required  by  the  courts.  There  need  not  be  a 
living  together  de  die  in  diem^  but  a  general  cohabitation  is 
sufficient^  The  libel  need  not  allege  (we  are  now  stating 
the  practice  in  the  English  Eccle4Bia8tical  Ck>urts)  specially 
when,  where,  and  how  long  in  each  place  the  parties  cohab- 
ited;  this  being  proper  matter  for  plea  on  the  other  side.* 
But  where  the  objection  was  taken,  and  it  appeared,  that, 
though  the  three  years  had  elapsed,  the  parties  had  been 
necessarily  separate  a  considerable  portion  of  the  time,  the 
court  allowed  a  further  time,  and  enjoined  the  complainant 
to  return  meanwhile  to  cohabitation.^  On  the  other  Jband,  in 
some  late  English  cases,  the  divorce  was  granted  on  a  period 
of  cohabitation  somewhat  within  the  three  years ;  and  the 
court  seemed  evidently  inclined  to  hold  the  rule,  in  respect 
to  time,  less  strictly  than  some  of  the  former  decisions  appear 
to  maintain.^ 

^  589  [249].  In  ho  reported  American  decisions,  has  this 
rule  of  triennial  cohabitation  been  considered.  But  since  it 
is  reasonable,  is  remedial  also,  reaching  cases  in  which  other- 
wise the  proofs  would  fail,  we  may  presume  our  tribunals 
will  not  reject  it  as  being  repugnant  to  our  institutions  and 
relations.  A  modification  of  it  may,  in  some  States,  be  re- 
quired; as  in  New  York,  where  a  statute  of  limitations 
obliges  the  party,  proceeding  on  the  ground  of  impotence,  to 
bring  his  suit  within  two  years  after  the  marriage.*  In  the 
modern  Scotch  law,  the  substance  of  the  rule  is  held ;  but 
"  there  is  no  precise,  fixed  period  during  which  the  parties 
must  cohabit  before  a  decree  will  be  pronounced ; "  though 
anciently  the  time  was  three  years,  as  in  the  canon  law.* 


1  Welde  tf.  Welde,  2  Lee,  678 ;  Spanow  v.  Harrison,  8  Cnrt.  Ec.  16. 

«  Welde  V.  Welde,  anfm,  »  Welde  v.  Welde,  2  Lee,  680,  686. 

*  N.  o.  M.  2  BobertBon,  625 ;  b.  o.  rum.  Anqpymoos,  22  £ng.  L.  &  £q.  637; 
8.  o.  nom,  A.  V.  B.  1  Spinka,  12 ;  XJ.  v.  F.  2  Bobertaon,  614.    And  see  pos^  f  600. 

•  New  York.  B.  8.  pt.  2,  c.  8,  ^  S3.  •  1  Fras.  l5om.  Bel.  59. 
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§  590  [250J.  There  is  also  a  peculiarity  in  the  method  of 
obtaining  evidence,  under  some  circumstances,  in  these  cases. 
Since  the  plaintiff  must  establish  both  the  impotence  and  its 
incurable  nature,  plainly  under  circumstances  he  can  do  it 
only  by  the  aid  of  a  medical  and  surgical  examination,  either 
of  himself,  or  of  the  defendant,  or  of  both.  Therefore  in  Eng- 
land, Scotland,  France,  and  probably  every  other  country 
where  this  impediment  to  marriage  has  been  acknowledged, 
the  courts  have  compelled  the  parties,  when  necessary,  to 
submit  their  persons  to  such  an  examination.  In  ancient 
times  and  in  some  countries  methods  of  unnecessary  ex- 
posure have  been  employed.  But  unless  some  way  of  com- 
pelling proofs  were  followed,  there  would  be  a  failure  of 
justice,  which  the  law  of  no  country  should  allow.  ^*  It  has 
been  said,"  remarks  Lord  Stowell,  "  that  the  modes  resorted 
to  for  proof  on  these  occasions  are  offensive  to  natural  mod- 
esty. But  nature  has  provided  ncf  other  means;  and  we 
must  be  under  the  necessity  of  saying,  that  all  relief  is  de- 
nied, or  of  applying  the  means  within  our  power.  The  court 
must  not  sacrifice  justice  to  notions  of  its  own."  ^  Some- 
thing like  this  proceeding  is  known  in  the  courts  of  the  com- 
mon law,  in  cases  where  a  jury  of  matrons  is  called  to 
ascertain,  whether  a  woman,  under  sentence  of  death,  is  with 
child.a 

§  591  [251].  Unless  this  rule  of  inspection  is  repugnant -to 
our  institutions  and  positive  laws,  it  must  be  deemed  to  have 
been  imported  into  this  country  by  our  forefathers.^  Chan* 
cellor  Walworth  followed  it,  without  a  doubt  of  his  right  to 
do  so.  He  well  remarked :  ''  When  the  legislature  conferred 
this  branch  of  its  jurisdiction  upon  the  Court  of  Chancery,  it 
was  not  intended  to  adopt  a  different  principle  from  that 
which  had  theretofore  existed  in  England,  and  indeed  in  all 
Christian  countries,  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  physi- 


1  Briggs  V.  Morgan,  3  Phillim.  325,  1  Eng.  £c.  408, 410 ;  1  Fras.  Dom.  Rel.  60, 
61 ;  Pojnter,  Mar.  &  Div.  135,  ntm, 
«  Reg.  V,  Wycherly,  8  Car.  &  P.  862 ;  The  State  ».  Arden,  1  Bay,  487,  489. 
•  Vol.  I.  4  66  et  seq. 
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cal  incapacity  which  would  deprive  one  of  the  parties  of  the 
power  to  contract  matrimony.  And  the  court  is,  by  neces- 
sary implication,  armed  with  all  the  usual  powers,  which,  in 
that  country  from  which  our  laws  are  principally  derived,  are 
deemed  requisite  to  ascertain  the  fact  of  incapacity,  and 
without  which  it  would  be  impossible  for  any  court  to  ex- 
ercise such  a  jurisdiction." ' 

§  592  [352].  In  the  same  opinion  he  also  says:  ^*  In  every 
case  of  this  kind,  it  is  necessary  that  the  court  should  pro- 
ceed with  the  greatest  vigilance  and  care,  not  only  to  prevent 
fraud  and  collusion  by  the  parties,  but  abo  to  guard  against 
an  honest  mistake  under  which  they  may  be  acting  merely 
from  the  want  of  proper  medical  advice  and  assistance. 
From  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  it  appears  to  be  impossible 
to  ascertain  the  fact  of  incurable  impotence,  especially  when 
the  husband  is  the  complaining  party,  except  by  a  proper 
surgical  examination,  by  skilful  and  competent  surgeons,  in 
connection  with  other  testimony.  And  if  the  allegations  in 
the  bill  have  neither  been  admitted  nor  denied  by  an  answer 
on  oath  in  the  usual  manner,  the  defendant  should  be  exam- 
ined on  oath,  before  the  master,  as  to  the  truth  of  those 
allegations.  This  appears  to  be  the  ordinary  course  of  pro- 
.ceeding  in  such  cases  at  Doctors'  Commons.^  And  I  have; 
no  doubt  as  to  the  power  of  this  court  to  compel  the  parties, 
in  such  a  suit,  to  submit  to  a  surgical  examination,  whenever 
it  is  necessary  to  ascertain  the  facts  essential  to  the  proper 
decision  of  the  cause.''  ^ 

§  593  [253].  The  Ohio  court  has  denied  the  right  to 
compel  an  inspection ;  but  under  what  circumstances,  and  in- 
fluenced by  what  considerations,  it  does  not  appear.  What- 
ever is  known  on  the  subject  is  embraced  in  the  following, 
from   the  editor  of  the  Western   Law  Journal.    "  I  have 


1  DeTanbagh  v.  DevaDbagh,  j^aige,  554,  556. 

*  Poynter  Mar.  &  Div.  186,  note. 

*  Deranbagh  r.  Deyanbagh,  5  Paige,  554,  557. 
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been/'  he  says,  "counsel  in  a  case  where  the  wife  complained 
of  impotence  in  the  hasband.  There  being  no  other  mode  of 
proof,  application  was  made  to  the  Supreme  Court  on*  the 
circuit  for  an  order  of  inspection.  The  question  was  re- 
served to  the  court  in  bank,  who  decided  that  they  had  no 
power  to  grant  the  order,  and  the  petition  was  dismissed  on 
account  of  the  impossibility  of  proof." } 

m 

§  594  [254].  The  right  of  inspection,'re8ting  on  necessity, 
ends,  of  course,  where  the  necessity  ends.  Therefore,  if,  be- 
fore suit  brought,  the  party  has  been  by  physicians  and  sur* 
geons  inspected,  nothing  further  will  ordinarily  be  directed, 
only  their  testimony  will  be  taken.^  But  where  the  answer 
of  the  defendant  wife  (the  proceeding  being  in  equity)  ad- 
mitted the  present  incapacity,  and  denied  its  having  existed 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  —  the  difRculty  being  of  a  nature 
to  render  necessary  a  surgical  examination  of  her  person,  in 
connection  with  interrogatories  for  her  to  answer  under  oath 
as  to  the  commencement  and  progress  of  the  disease  creating 
it,  —  this  procedure  was  ordered,  although  she  had  been 
previously  examined  ex  parte^  and  without  ocUhy  by  her  own 
medical  attendants.^  The  court  will  not  direct  an  inspection 
until,  in  the  progress  of  the  cause,  it  appears  plainly  to  be 
required  for  the  establishment  of  justice  between  the  par- 
ties.^ And  in  an  English  case,  of  a  complexion  which  plainly 
would  render  necessary  an  inspection  should  the  cause  pro- 
ceed to  a  hearing,  the  court  deferred  the  admission  of  the 
libel  tendered  by  the  husband,  and  gave  the  defendant  wife 
an  opportunity  to  reply  by  affidavits ;  whereupon,  it  appear- 
ing highly  improbable  the  suit  could  succeed,  the  proceeding 
was  dismissed.^ 


1  S  West.  Law  Jour.  131. 

*  Brown  v.  Brown,  I  Hag.  £c.  523,  3  Eng.  Ec.  SS9  ;*  Devanbagh  v.  Deranbagh, 
5  Paige,  554,  557. 

*  Newell  V.  Newell,  9  Paige,  25. 

*  AnonymoQfl,  Bean  &  Swabe|^  295«  333. 

*  Briggs  9.  Morgan,  2  Hag.  Con.  324;  B.C.  2  Phillim.  325,  1  Eng.  Ec.  40S. 
And  see  Aleson  v.  Aleeon,  2  Lee,  576. 
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§  595  [255].  On  a  like  ground,  if  the  order  of  inspection 
wilt  probably  hinder  justice,  not  promote  it,  the  order  will 
not  be  made ;  or,  if  made,  it  will  not  be  enforced.  Were  in- 
spection always  insisted  upon,  the  defendant,  in  many  cases, 
need  only  withdraw  beyond  the  reach  of  the  process  of  the 
court,  to  defeat  the  suit.  Accordingly,  where  a  defendant 
husband  who  had  left  the  country  gave  in  no  answers,  and 
refused  to  be  inspected,  a  certificate  (twelve  years  after  mar- 
riage), that  the  woman  was  virgo  intacta^  and  apta  viro^ 
coupled  with  his  two  several  confessions  to  medical  witnesses 
of  incapacity,  and  proof  of  her  health  having  suffered,  was 
held  to  be  sufficient.^  Where  the  wife  is  defendant,  and  is 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  the  allowance  of  her 
alimony  may  be  suspended  to  compel  her  into  submission  to 
an  examination.^ 

§  596  [256].  When  the  woman  is  plaintiff  in  a  suit  of 
this  sort,  and  the  libel  states  her  to  have  been  a  spinster  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage,  an  inpection  of  her  person,  as  well 
as  of  the  husband's,  is  usual;  because  her  virginity  and 
capacity  iihplies  his  incapacity.^  -Indeed  Dr.  Lushington 
•once  remarked,  that  the  court  always  requires  a  certificate  of  ' 
medical  persons  as  to  the  condition  of  the  woman  ;^  but 
.probably  the  remark  was  intended  only  for  such  a  case  as 
the  one  under  consideration,  and  for  cases  arising  under  the 
three  years'  rule,  where  the  proof  of  incurable  impotence 
•consists,  wholly  or  in  part,  in  showing  the  non-consumma- 
tion ;^  since,  in  other  cases,  the  woman  seems  not  to  have 
been  inspected.^  Neither  does  any  good  reason  appear,  why, 
as  a  universal  rule,  she  should  be  inspected ;  though,  as  was 
said  in  an  old  case,  '<  the  virginity  of  the  woman  is  very 


^  Pollard  p.  Wybourn,  1  Hag.  Be.  725,  8  Eng.  Eo.  308 ;  Coote  Ec.  Pract.  868. 
«  Newell  r.  Newell,  9  Paige,  25.         '  •  Coote  Ec,  Pract.  867. 

*  Pollard  9.  Wyboum,  1  Hag.  Ec  725, 8  Eng.  Ec.  308.     *  Ante,  S  585. 

*  S^  GroenBtreet  v.  Camyns,  ante,  §  587,  8  Phillim.  10,  1  Eng.  Ec.  165.  And 
Me  Norton  v.  Seton,  8  Phillim.  147, 158, 1  Eng.  Ec.  884,  886;  Harrison  v.  Spar- 
row, 1  Cart.  Ec.  1,  7  Eng.  Ec.  857,  4  E.  F.  Hoore,  96 ;  poet,  f  600. 
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material ; "  ^  and,  where  she  can  make  -it  appear,  there  is  a 
propriety  and  usefulness  in  her  doing*  so.  But  suppose  she 
were  not  virgo  intactOy  having  been  deflowered  before  the 
marriage ;  she  would  still  be  entitled  to  a  sentence  of  nullity, 
if  she  had  married  a  man  incurably  impotent,  from  a  defect 
obvious  on  examination.^ 

§  597  [257].  This  inspection  is,  in  the  modern  Ecclesiastical 
practice,  intrusted  to  three  medical  men ;  either  two  physi- 
cians and  a  surgeon,  or  two  surgeons  and  a  physician ;  nom- 
inated by  the  promoter,  the  adverse  party  having  the  privilege 
of  naming,  if  he  pleases,  one  or  more  of  them.?  It  appears 
formerly  to  have  been  performed,  as  to  the  woman,  in  whole 
or  in  part  by  matrons  and  midwives.^  The  rule  of  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Courts,  not  followed  on  the  hearing  of  divorce 
causes  in  this  country,  of  requiring  substantially  two  wit- 
nesses to  each  specific  fact,^  renders  it  necessary,  in  those 
courts,  that  there  be  more  inspectors  than  oiie.  No  reason 
however  occurs,  why  we  in  this  country  should  follow  the 
English  practice  in  this  respect. 

§  598  [25H].  The  inspectors  are  sworn.^  Their  certificate, 
according  to  the  invariable  practice  in  England,  does  not  give 
reasons.  '^  I  should  be  extremely  reluctant,"  said  Dr.  Lush- 
ington,  "^  to  depart  from  that  practice.  In  the  first  place,  it 
is  a  received  maxim,  Ouilibet  in  arte  sud  credendum  esL  Sec- 
ondly,  if  the  grounds  were  given,  how  could  the  court  com- 
prehend the  reasons,  and  decide  between  conflicting  opin- 
ions ?     Besides,  the  introduction  of  the  grounds  would  lead 


^  Grimbftldeston  v.  Anderaon,  dted  S  Phillip.  155, 1  Eng.  Ee.  385. 

^  The  new  Dif  oroe  Court  in  England  seems  to  hold  very  close  to  the  nile  re- 
qauing  inspection,  and  to  oonstrae  it  as  of  somewhat  more  miiversallj  binding 
force  than  the  foregoing  sections  represent  it  to  be.    H.  o.  C.  1  Swab.  &  T.  605. 

*  Coote  £c.  Pract.  886 ;  Deane  o.  Aveling,  I  Robertson,  279,  where  the  pro- 
ceedings appear  in  foil. 

*  Essex  V.  Essex,  2  Howell  St  Tr.  786,  and  Vol  L  §  885 ;  Ayl.  Parer.  228.  In 
Welde  V,  Welde,  2  Lee,  580,  the  wife,  who  was  libellant,  was  inspected  hj  mid- 
wives,  and  the  defendant  bj  snigeons. 

*  See  ante,  f  281,  282.  *  Coote  £c.  Pract.  889. 
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the  court  into  minute  inquiries  about  matters  the  decision  of 
which  the  court  would  be  most  anxious  to  avoid,  unless  it 
were  imperatively  called  to  pursue  the  investigation."  ^  But, 
where'the  case  requires,  the  inspectors  may  also  be  examined 
as  witnesses.^  Their  certificate  is  usually  considered  merely 
in  connection  with  other  proofs;  and  Sir  John  NichoU  re- 
marked, that,  even  as  collateral,  it  is  always  taken  with 
caution  ;  be  was  aware  of  no  case  in  which  it  had  been  ad- 
mitted as  sufficient  alone.^  Yet  in  Pollard  v.  Wybourn,^  the 
certificate  was  certainly  the  leading  proof  of  impotence ;  and 
it  might  be  difficult  to  state  any  legal  principle  which  would 
withhold  from  it,  when  admissible,  full  credit  to  the  extent 
to  which  it  should  be  foujid  applicable.  The  parties  may 
give  evidence  by  other  witnesses  than  the  inspectors,  of  the 
same  matters  to  which  the  certificate  relates*^ 

§  599  [259].  In  the  New  York  case  of  Devanbagh  t;.  De- 
vanbagh,  where  the  proceeding  was  in  equity,  and  the  bill, 
brought  by  the  husband,  was  taken  for  confessed,  Chancellor 
Walworth  gave  the  following  directions :  "  There  must  be  a 
reference  to  a  master  to  take  proof  of  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances stated  in  the  complainant's  bill ;  and  particularly  the 
master  must  inquire  and  report,  whether  the  defendant,  at 
the  time  of  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage  with  the  com- 
plainant, was  physically  incapable  of  entering  into  the  mar- 
riage state,  and  whether  she  is  still  virgo  itUacta^  and  incapable 
of  consummating  the  marriage  contract,  by  reason  of  her  own 
incurable  impotence.  The  order  of  reference  must  also  di- 
rect, that  the  master  examine  the  defendant  on  oath  as  to  the 
several  matters  alleged  in  the  bill,  and  that  the  defendant 


>  Pollard  V,  Wyboom,  1  Hag.  Ec.  725,  3  Eng.  Ec.  308.    In  Deane  o.  Aveling, 
1  Robertson,  279, 284,  is  the  form  of  certificate,  with  some  of  the  other  proceedings. 

*  Deane  v.  Aveling,  1  Robertson,  279. 

*  Norton  v,  Seton,  3  Phillim.  147, 1  Eng.  Be.  384,  387 ;  Rogers  Ec.  Law,  2d 
ed.  641. 

«  Pollard  o.  Wybonm,  1  Hag.  Be.  725, 3  Eng.  Ec.  308.    See  alsa  Qreenstnet 
V.  Cnmyns,  2  Phillim.  10, 1  Eng.  Ec  165. 

*  Serrell  v.  Serrell,  2  Swab.  &  T.  422. 
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submit  herself  to  such  surgical  examinations,  and  examina- 
tions by  matrons,  as  the  master  may  think  proper  to  direct, 
for  the. purpose  of  ascertaining  the  fact  of  the  alleged  impo- 
tence ;  but  that  no  person  shall  be  present  at  such  examina- 
tions)  except  the  surgeons  and  matrons  who  may  be  selected 
by  the  master  for  that  purpose,  unless  with  her  consent ;  and 
that,  in  the  selection  of  surgeons  and  matrons  for  that  pur- 
pose, the  master  have'a  due  regard  to  the  feelings  and  wishes 
of  the  defendant  The  master  is  also  to  be  directed  to  return 
the  proofs  taken  before  him,  in  a  schedule  to  his  report.  No 
person  is  permitted  to  be  present  before  the  master,  on  the 
reference,  except  the  parties,  and  their  counsel  and  witnesses, 
and  such  friends  of  either  of  the  parties  as  they,  or  either  of 
them,  may  request  to  attend  the  reference.  And  the  com- 
plainant, under  the  direction  of  the  master,  must  furnish  the 
necessary  funds  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  surgical  exam- 
inations of  the  defendant,  if  a  sufficient  and  satisfactory  ex- 
amination has  not  already  been  made."  ^ 

.  600  [260].  There  are  no  special  considerations  of  impor- 
tance, as  to  the  amount  of  proof,  distinguishing  these  cases 
from  others.  As  illustrative,  the  case  of  Greenstreet  v.  Cumyns, 
already  stated,  may  be  mentioned.^  In  Harrison  v.  Sparrow, 
also  a  suit  promoted  by  the  wife,  the  husband  refused  to 
undergo  inspection,  and  was  pronounced  for  the  refusal  in 
contempt  Then  he  appeared  and  offered  to  be  inspected, 
but  was  refused.  The  certificate  as^  to  the  plaintiff  wife 
was  in  effect,  "  that  there  were  no  positive  proofs  of  connec- 
tion having  taken  place,  or  the  contrary ;  but  that  there  were 
decidedly  no  physical  impediments  to  sexual  intercourse." 
There  were  also  the  husband's  confessions,  and  some  col- 
lateral evidence.  He  admitted  the  non-consummation,  btit 
denied  his  inability.  The  parties  had  lived  together  in  the 
ixiatrimonial  relation  seven  years.     The  court,  satisfied  there 


^  Deranbagh  v.  Devanbagh,  5  Paige,  554,  558.  For  the  temimation  of  this  rait, 
see  6  Paige,  175. 
*  Ante,  4  587. 
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was  no  collusion,  gave  sentence  of  nullityJ     In  G 8  v. 

T — • — e,  the  parties  had  cohabited  only  three  months ;  the 
husband's  answers  were  taken  to  the  libel;  and  the  wife 
'^  and  other  witnesses''  were  examined,  —  but  what  their  tes- 
timony was  the  case  doe&  not  state.  The  inspectors  certified 
in  effect  as  to  the  wife,  that  there  were  no  certain  signs  of 
virginity  which  could  be  relied  on,  yet  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  perfect  consummation  having  taken  place.  As 
to  the  husband,  their  certificate  was :  *^  We  find  no  anatomi- 
cial  malformation ;  but,  from  oral  information  obtained,  dur- 
ing a  somewhat  lengthened  interview,  we  are  decidedly  of 
opinion  that  there  is  some  physiological  defect  which  has 
prevented  him  from  completing  the  act  of  copulation.  As 
we  cannot  discover  any  special  cause  to  which  a  remedy  can 
be  applied,  we  fear  this  defect  will  be  permanent"  Dr. 
Lushington  granted  the  divorce,  remarking,  ^  that  he  could 
not  think  of  sending  the  lady  back  to  renew  cohabitation, 
though  he  could  have  wished  that  it  had  been  more  distinctly 
stated  that  her  health  had  suffered,  and  was  liable  to  suffer, 
by  such  cohabitation." '  This  decision  seems  to  bear  hard, 
though  indirectly,  against  the  doctrine  which  requii:^s  some- 
thing like  a  triennial  cohabitation  where  the  defect  is  not 
obvious  on  inspection  ;  —  or.  Is  this  to  be  regarded  as  a  case 
of  such  obvious  defect  ?  In  Keith  v.  Keith,  where  a  divorce 
was  granted,  there  was  the  testimony  of  three  respectable 
men,  who  concurred  in  saying,  that,  a  few  days  before  the 
sitting  of  the  court,  they  submitted  the  defendant  to  an  ex*> 
amination,  and  found  him  destitute,  in  particulars  they 
pointed  out,  of  the  members  or  qualifications  of  a  man.* 
Other  illustrations  may  be  seen  on  consulting,  in  the  books 
of  reports,  the  cases  cited  in  the  foregoing  sections  of  this 
chapter,  and  the  corresponding  chapter  in  our  first  volume. 


1  Harrison  v.  Sparrow,  1  Cnrt.  Ec.  1, 16,  7  Eng.  Ec  357,  359.    AAimed  bj 
the  Priyj  Coancil,  4  E.  F.  Moore,  96, 103. 
*  G B  V.  T e,  1  Spinks,  389.  >  Keith  v.  Keith,  Wright,  513. 
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ADULTERY.^ 

■ 

Sbct.  601.    Introdnction. 
60^-611.    The  Alle^tion  of  Adultery  in  the  LibeL 
61S-4S47.    The  Evidence. 

§  601.  Most  of  the  matters  which  pertain  to  what  raay  be 
called  the  practice,  in  distinction  from  the  pleading  and  the 
evidence,  under  this  head  of  adaltery,  are  discussed  in  other 
connections.  And  the  remaining  points  will  be  found  inter- 
spersed through  the  following  sections  of  the  present  chapter, 
wherein  we  shall  consider,  I.  The  Allegation  of  Adultery  in 
the  Libe^;  11.  The  Evidence. 


L    The  Allegation  of  AduUery  in  the  Libel 

§  602.  In  the  form  of  libel  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adul- 
tery, given  in  Coote's  Ecclesiastical  Practice,  the  adultery  is, 
in  three  of  the  eighteen  articles  which  it  contains,  positively 
alleged ;  and  the  following  are  the  words  respectively  :  ^'  That 
on  some  occasions  of  their  being  so  alone  together  as  aforesaid, 
they  the  said  Arthur  Vincent  and  Maria  Theresa  Crrant  had 
the  carnal  use  and  knowledge  of  each  others  bodies,  and  there- 
by committed  the  foul  crime  of  adultery." — "  That  the  said 
Arthur  Vincent  and  the  said  Maria  Theresa  Grant,  whilst  so 
alone  together  on  that  day,  had  the  carnal  use  and  knowledge 
of  each  others'  bodies,  and  thereby  committed  the  crime  of 


^  For  the  law  pertaiiuDg  to  this  ground  of  divoroe,  see  Vol.  I.  S  708  et  seq. 
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adultery."  —  "  That  on  the  said  night  the  said  Arthur  Vincent 
and  the  said  Maria  Theresa  Grant  were  alone,  naked  together 
in*  one  and  the  same  bed,  and  committed  adaltefy."  ^  In  the 
form  adopted  by  the  present  Matrimonial  Court  of  England, 
two  distinct  allegations  of  adultery  are  made,  in  the  following 

words  :  "  That  on  the day  of ,  18 — ,  and  other  days 

between  that  day  and ,  the  said  C.  B.  at         ,  in  the  county 

of ,  committed  adultery  with  R.  S." — '*  That  in  and  during 

the  months  of  January,  February,  and  March,  186-,  the  said 

C.  B.  frequently  visited  the  said  R.  S.  at ,  and  on  divers 

of  such  occasions  committed  adultery  with  the  said  R.  S."  ' 

§  603.  There  can  be  but  little  doubt,  that,  in  this  country, 
the  words  *^  committed  adultery  "  are  sufficiently  descriptive 
of  the  act ;  and  probably  they  always  were  so,  as  they  are 
now,  in  England.  •  There  should  be,  however,  accompanying 
words  pointing  sufficiently  to  the  time,  place,  person  with 
whom  the  offence  was  committed,  and  the  like,  to  meet  the 
demands  of  those  rules  of  pleading  which  prevail  in  our  law 
as  respects  other  matters.  And  this  observation  will  be  found 
verified  in  various  adjudged  points  now  to  be  stat^ec^ 

§  604.  When  the  name  of  the  particeps  criminis  is  known 
to  the  libellant,  it  mu^t  be  given  in  the  libel.  When  it  is  not 
known,  the  fact  of  its  not  being  known  must  be  stated ;  as, 
for  instance,  words  like  the  following  may  be  used,  —  "com- 
mitted adultery  with  a  person  (or  with  some  person)  whose 
name  is  to  your  libellant  unknown."  ^  It  has  indeed  been  by 
some  persons  urged,  that  to  give  in  the  pleadings  the  name  of 
the  particeps  criminis  would  expose  a  third  person  who  may 
be  innocent,  to  scandal,  and  therefore  the  name  should,  when 
possible,  be  suppressed.     And  in  a  Mississippi  case,  it  was 


y  Coote  Ec.  Pract.  323,  325,  827.  >  Browning  Div.  Pract.  136. 

*  Germond  v.  Germond,  6  Johns.  Ch.  347 ;  VTood  v.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108 ;  Gar- 
rat  o.  Garrat,  4  Yeates,  244 ;  Chnrch  v.  Chnrch,  3  Mass.  157 ;  Choate  o.  Choate,  3 
Kass.  391 ;  Dunlap  v.  Dnnlap,  Wright,  210 ;  Richards  v.  Richards,  Wright,  302 ; 
Sanders  v.  Sanders,  25  Vt.  713 ;  Mansfield  9.  Mansfield,  Wright,  284  ;  Bird  v. 
Btid,  Wright,  98 ;  MorreU  v.  MorraU,  1  Bart).  818. 
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observed  by  the  learned  jadge,  that,  though  in  the  particu- 
lar instance  then  under  consideration  the  name  might  well 
enough  have  been  given, "  there  are  nevertheless  good  reasons 
why,  in  most  'cases,  a  different  rule  should  prevail.  Persons 
who  are  strangers  to  the  controversy,  and  whose  characters 
would  suffer  more  or  less,  should  not  be  implicated  where 
they  have  no  opportunity  to  be  heard,  unless  reasonable  cer- 
tainty in  the  pleading  could  not  be  otherwise  attained.  As  a 
general  rule,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  set  forth  the  time,  place, 
and  particular  circumstances  of  the  defendant's  guilt,  without 
introducing  private  scandal,  which  might  subject  the  party 
pleading  to  an  action  for  damages,  in  consequence  of  the  in- 
jury thus  done  to  the  character  of  a  third  party.  Reasonable 
certainty  is  all  that  is  required,  and  the  court  will  favor  a  rule 
which  can  attain  this  end,  and  at  the  same  time  preserve  its 
records  from  unnecessary  scandal."  ^  Whatever  may  be  the 
law  of  Mississippi,  it  is  not  the  law  of  our  States  generally, 
that  an  action  for  a  libel  could  be  maintained  against  the 
libellant  or  his  counsel,  at  the  suit  of  the  alleged  particeps 
criminis^  for  the.  insertion,  in  good  faith,  of  this  matter  in  the 
libel,  though  the  fact  should  really  be  contrary  to  what  was 
alleged.  The  ends  of  justice  require,  that  the  accused  per- 
son in  the  divorce  suit  be  put  in  a  position  to  know  what  he 
is  charged  with,  and  with  whom ;  and  the  third  person  would 
suffer  no  more  from  having  the  name  given,  than  from  being 
just  as  distinctly  pointed  to  by  a  circumlocution.  Neither  is 
the  scandal  worse  in  a  pleading  than  in  viva  voce  testimony. 
Dr.  Lushington  has  well  observed :  "  With  respect  tcf  conse- 
quences that  may  result  to  third  parties,  however  much  the 
court  may  regret  if  any  injustice  or  misfortune  should  accrue 
to  them,  yet  justice  must  be  done  to  suitors ;  so  that,  it  is 
impossible  to  exclude  matter  which  ought  to  be  admitted  in 
efvidence,  because,  incidentally,  it  may  affect  the  character 
and  involve  the  conduct  of  those  who  are  not  parties  to  the 
suit     The  rejection  of  matter  on  any  consideration  of  this 


1  Farr  v.  Fur,  84  MisaiB.  597,  601. 
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kind  woald  lead  to  great  inconvenience  and  injustice.''.^ 
And  the  doctrine  intimated  in  the  Mississippi  coart  does 
not  prevail  in  our  other  States  generally. 

§  605.  Not  only  should  the  name,  when  known,  be  alleged, 
but  the  time  and  place  also.  In  the  Mississippi  case  men- 
tioned in  the  last  section,  the  allegation,  which  was  held  not 
to  be  sufficient,  was  as  follows :  "  That  the  said  Charles  K. 
Farr  [the  defendant  husband],  at  various  times  and  upon 
various  occasions  since  his  marriage  with  complainant,  has 
proven  unfaithful  to  his  marriage  vow ;  in  this,  that  the  said 
Charles  K.  Farr  has  been  guilty  of  adultery  with  a  servant- 
woman  of  complainant,  and  with  other  females,  in  utter  dis- 
regard of  his  duties  as  husband."  And  it  was  observed,  by 
Fisher,  J. :  "  The  rule  appears  now  to  be  well  settled  in  this 
class  of  cases,  that  the  charge  must  be  made  with  refer- 
ence to  some  particular  time  and  place,  that  the  defendant 
may  be  able,  not  only  to  anticipate  the  proof  which  may  be 
made  against  him,  but  that  he  may  know  to  what  particular 
time  or  place  to  direct  his  own  proof.  This  allegation  puts 
in  issue  the  defendant's  course  of  conduct  during  the  whole 
time  of  the  matrimonial  connection,  a  period  of  more  than 
eight  years,  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that^e  could, 
by  the  use  of  reasonable  diligence,  prepare  to  meet  proof 
that  might  be  made  against  him  by  witnesses  having  this 
latitude."  ^ 

9 

§  60l&.  The  doctrine  is,  that  the  allegations  in  the  libel 
must  be  sufficiently  specific  to  enable  the  defendant  to  under- 
stand them,  and  meet  them  by  his  proofs.  <<  The  only  safe 
and  prudent  course,"  observes  Chancellor  Walworth,  "  is  to 
require  the  charge,  whether  of  crimination  or  recrimination, 
to  be  stated  in  the  pleadings  and  in  the  issue  in  such  a  man- 
-^ — . —  1         '  '  ■ 

1  Craft  V.  Croft,  3  Hftg.  Ec.  310,  320,  5  Eng.  £c.  ISO,  135. 

*  Farr  v.  Farr,  34  Missis.  597,  600,  601 ;  s.  p.  Clutch  v.  antch,  Saxton,  474 ; 
Morrell  v.  Morrell,  1  Barb.  318;  Chzistianbiiiy  v,  Christianboxy,  3  Blackf.  SOS; 
Church  V.  Church,  3  Kass.  157 ;  Kane  v,  Kane,  3  Edw.  Ch.  339 ;  Burr  v.  Burr,  S 
Bdw.  Ch.  448 ;  Hare  v.  Hare,  10  Texas,  855. 
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• 

ner  that  the  adverse  party  may  be  prepared  to  meet  it  on  the 
trial."  *  When,  therefore,  the  words  were,  "  the  complainant 
doth  charge  that  the  said  defendant  hath,  in  numerous  in- 
stances, both  before  and  since  their  separation,  committed 
adultery  in  this  State  and  elsewhere,"  the  late  Chancellor 
Kent,  in  a  New  York  case,  refused  to  send  thecase  to  a  jury 
to  try  the  issue,  though  the  defendant  had  answered  denying 
the  allegation,  and  the  plaintiff  had  filed  his  replication, — 
yet  he  suffered  the  bill  to  be  amended  on  terms.^  In  an 
Alabama  case,  however,  it  was  held,  that,  if  the  defendant 
answers  a  bill  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  the  bill 
being  defective  in  not  alleging  with  whom  the  adultery  was 
committed,  or  mentioning  that  the  name  is  unknown  to  the 
complainant,  this  answer  is  a  waiver  of  the  objection,  which 
cannot  afterward  be  taken,  though  the  objection  would  be 
fatal  if  made  in  proper  form  and  time.^  In  a  Massachusetts 
case,  "  the  libel  for  a  divorce,"  says  the  report,  "  charged  vari- 
ous acts  of  adultery,  committed  at  divers  times  with  persons 
unknown,  for  a  period  of  eight  years.  The  respondent  moved, 
that  the  libel  be  quashed  for  uncertainty,  or  that  the  libellant 
be  required  to  file  a  bill  of  particulars,  at  a  reasonable  time 
before  trial,  and  be  confined,  on  the  hearing,  to  the  case  thus 
specified.  Whereupon  the  court  ordered,  that  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars should  be  so  filed."  ^ 

§  607.  To  what  extent  the  practice  of  permitting  a  libel- 
lant to  supply  a  defective  libel  by  a  specification  of  particu- 
lars which,  on  .general  principles,  should  be  found  in  the 
libel  itself,  may  be  resorted  to  in  this  country,  the  writer  is 
not  able  with  any  accuracy  to  state.  This  practice  seems 
to  be  allowable  at  least  in  Massachusetts  and  in  Pennsyl- 
vania. In  a  Pennsylvania  case,  Yeates,  J.,  observed :  "  If 
the  adultery  be  stated  to  have  been  committed  with  E.  P. 
and  other  lewd  persons  to  the  libellant  unknown,  if  their 

1  Wood  9.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108,  113.    And  see  Kane  v,  Kane,  3  Edw.  Ch.  389. 
^  Codd  V.  Codd,  8  Johns.  Ch.  224.    And  see  Wood  v.  VT^ood,  snpra ;  Morrell  v. 
Morrell,  I  Barb.  318. 
•  Holston  V.  Holston,  23  Ala.  777.  ^  Adams  9.  Adams,  16  Fick.  254. 
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names  are  afterwards  known,  written  notice  of  them  and  of 
times  and  places  shoald  be  given  to  the  respondent,  a  reason- 
able time  before  the  trial,  without  requisition.  K  their  names 
are  really  unknown,  the  times,  places,  and  attendant  circam- 
stances  should  be  contained  in  the  specification,  so  as  to 
give  the  party  charged  a  fair  opportunity  of  defence  against  the 
accusation.  Failing  therein,  I  think  the  complainant  should 
be  precluded  from  giving  particular  instances  in  evidence  on 
the  trial  on  a  general  charge.  Thus  the  essentials  of  justice 
would  be  preserved,  and  the  party,  being  forewarned  of  the 
specific  offence,  would  have  fidl  opportunity  of  showing  his 
innocence;  and  the  feelings  of  individuals,  whose  names 
might  be  inserted  on  the  record  on  the  slightest  grounds, 
and  who  have  no  opportunity  of  defending  themselves,  would 
remain  unwounded."  The  judge  observes,  however,  that, 
without  this  specification  of  particulars,  it  has  been*  not 
unusual  in  Pennsylvania  to  admit  evidence,  on  the  general 
allegation,  of  the  specific  matters,  but  this  practice  will  here- 
after be  avoided.^  In  a  New  York  case,  before  the  Vice 
Chancellor,  where  the  answer  contained  a  general  recrimi- 
natory charge  of  adultery,  without  specifying  names,  times, 
or  circumstances,  it  was  held,  that  the  defendant  could  not, 
upon  making  up  an  issue  to  try  the  question  of  adultery, 
aid  the  general  charge  in  his  answer  by  an  affidavit  as  to 
names,  and  the  rest,  so  as  to  have  the  matter  thus  generally 
mentioned  in  the  answer  included  in  the  issue.' 

§  608.  Where,  in  a  Massachusetts  case,  the  libel  alleged 
the  act  of  adultery  to  have  been  committed  out  of  the  State, 
with  a  person  unknown,  and  there  was  an  appearance  for  the 
respondent,  and  the  proof  showed  an  act  committed  within  the 
State,  the  libellant  was  permitted  to  have  the  divorce  prayed. 
It  was  observed  by  the  court :  ^'  The  specific  charges  in  a 
libel  for  a  divorce  for  the  cause  of  adultery  are  required  to 
be  made,  if  the  fact  be  within  the  libellant's  knowledge,  in 
order  that  the  accused  party  may  not  be  surprised,  and  may 

1  Garrat  v,  Gamt,  4  TeatM,  244,  250.  >  But  v.  Biiit»  2  Edw.  Ch.  448. 
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be  advertised  of  the  subject  of  his  defence.  Perhaps  it 
would  be  better  in  all  cases  to  hold  the  libellant  strictly  t^ 
those  charges.  But  such  has  not  heretofore  been  the  prac- 
tice  of  the  court;  and  where,  as  in  this  case,  there  is  an 
appearance  for  the  respondent,  such  strictness  may  be  less 
necessary."^  On  the  other. hand,  where,  in  New  Hampshire, 
the  allegation  in  the  libel  was,  that  the  defendant  on  a  day 
named  and  at  divers  other  times,  as  well  before  as  since  that 
time,  comrhitted  adultery  with  a  man  named,  and  yvith  divers 
other  persons  to  the  libellant  unknown,  at  HoUis,  N.  H.,  and 
the  proof  was,  that  she  committed  iidultery  with  a  person 
other  than  the  one  named,  not  at  Hollis,  but  at  Nashua,  N.  H., 
more  than  two.  years  before  the  specific  day,  Gilchrist,  C.  J., 
observed:  ^' This  is  probably  insufficient,"  —  but  au  amend- 
ment  of  the  libel,  to  meet  the  proof,  was  permitted.^  <^  A 
libel  alleging  that  the  respondent  committed  adultery  with  a 
particular  person  is  not  sustained  by  proof  of  adultery  with 
any  other  person."  * 

§  609.  In  criminal  cases,  as  the  reader  is  aware,  there  can 
be  no  evidence  received  of  the  criminal  act  committed  out 
of  the  county  in  which  the  trial  is  had ;  because  it  is  no 
offence  in  this  county  to  have  committed  the  act  in  another 
county.  But  the  same  rule  does  not  apply  to  divorce  cases. 
The  general  principles  which  govern  these  matters  in  civil 
and  criminal  jurisprudence  may  be  referred  to  when  the 
question  is  one  of  divorce.  But  this  single  suggestion  should 
stand  as  the  guide  in  most  divorce  cases;  namely,  that  the 
time,  the  place,  and  the  other  circumstances  are  not  of  the 
essence  of  the  offence ;  they,  therefore,  should  not  be  required 
to  be  specifically  proved,  except  where  the  specific  proof  is 
necessary  to  be  insisted  on  in  order  to  prevent  surprise  to  the 
other  party,  and  preserve  good  faith  in  the  litigation. 

1  Washbam  v.  Washburn,  8  liasB.  181. 

'  Adams  v.  Adams,  20  N.  H.  299,  301.  And  see  farther  on  this  point,  Qermond 
V.  Gennond,  6  Johns.  Ch.  347. 

*  Adams  v.  Adams,  supra ;  referring  to  Germond  v.  Qermond,  sapra,  and  Wash- 
bam  V.  Waahbnm,  5  N.  H.  195. 
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§  610.  It  is  quite  plain,  though  there  is  no  specific  author- 
ity on  the  point,  that  in  certain  cases  the  form  of  the  allega- 
tion must  considerably  differ  from  the  form  which  we  have 
been  thus  far  contemplating.  Suppose  a  wife  finds  her  hus- 
band has  contracted,  since  the  marriage,  venereal  disease ;  and 
she  thinks  she  can  satisfy  a  co\irt,  that  this  disease  came 
through  adultery  committed  by  him,  yet  she  cannot  point 
to  the  time,  place,  person  of  the  particeps  criminisj  or  any 
other  specific  circumstance  connected  with  the  adultery ;  or, 
suppose  a  husband  has  been  absent  from  the  country  a  year, 
and  comes  back  and  finds  his  wife  pregnant ;  ^  in  thes.e  cases, 
it  cannot  be  sufficient  to  allege  adultery  in  general  terms, 
and  no  more,  because  the  court  cannot,  until  the  proof 
comes,  know  the  case  to  be  one  of  this  sort.  Plainly,  there- 
fore, the  libel  should,  besides  stating  the  adultery  in  general 
terms,  refer  to  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  proof  by  which  the 
allegation  is  to  be  supported.  In  this  way,  the  object  of  the 
libellant  will  be  accomplished,  and  the  respondent  will  be  no- 
tified duly  and  sufficiently  of  the  nature  of  the  charge.  In 
accordance  with  this  view,  it  was  held  in  the  English  Eccle- 
siastical Court,  that,  where  in  a  suit  by  the  wife  the  husband's 
adultery  is  to  be  proved  by  the  pregnancy  of  other  women 
than  the  wife,  and  his  acknowledgment  of  their  children  as 
his,  it  is  not  necessary  to  plead  particular  acts  of  adultery.^ 

§  611.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say,  that  neither  in  the 
English  practice  nor  in  our  own,  neither  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
practice  nor  in  any  other,  is  it  any  objection  to  a  libel  that  it 
contains  more  than  one  charge  of  adultery.  It  may  contain 
as  many  as  the  pleader  chooses  to  put  in  it  And  perhaps  in 
some  cases  there  would  be  no  objection  to  pleading  habitual 
adultery,  in  connection  with  the  proper  general  mention  of 
the  persons  participating  therein,  and  of  time,  and  of  place. 

1  For  a  case  like  this,  see  Heathcote'e  Divorce  Bill,  1  Macq.  Scotch  Ap.  Caa. 
277. 

*  Darant  v,  Dnrant,  1  Hag.  Ec.  733,  746,  a  Eng.  Ec  310.  And  aee,  as 
ftirther  strengthening  this  view,  Moore  v.  Moore,  E.  F.  3  Moore,  84 ;  D'Aguilar 
o.  D'Agnilar,  1  Hag.  Ec.  773,  note,  3  Eng.  Ec.  329,  332. 
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A  matter  of  this  sort  came  before  Dr.  Lushington,  sitting  in 
the  Consistory  Court  of  London,  and  he  observed :  "  The 
seventeenth  article  is  objected  to,  as  alleging  habitual  crim- 
inal intercourse,  without  particular  specification  of  times  and 
of  dates.  Now,  1  do  not  mean  to  say  that  this  point  is  not 
attended  with  some  difficulty,  but  yet,  I  apprehend,  I  should 
not  be  justified  in  rejecting  this  article ;  if  you  plead  a  long 
duration  of  time  (in  this  case  it  is  four  months)  during  which 
a  constant  and  habitual  intercourse  took  place,  that  is  suf- 
ficient  without  pleading  specific  facts ;  if  you  plead  circum- 
stances showing  that  the  intercourse  was  limited,  or  of  short 
duration,  then  you  must  plead  the  facts  specifically."  ^  The 
question,  as  it  presented  itself  before  this  learned  judge,  was 
indeed  somewhat  interlaced  with  those  peculiar  considera- 
tions relating  to  a  course  of  procedure  in  the  taking  of  evi- 
dence, whereof  we  have  no  parallel  in  this  country ;  but  it  is 
believed  that  these  views  may  be  suggestive  to  us  regarding 
our  ovm  practice  in  particular  circumstances. 


II.    The  Evidence. 

§  6lS  [421].  The  difficulty  most  embarrassing  in  these 
cases  of  adultery  is  generally  found  to  lie  in  the  evidence.  A 
single  act  of  adultery  being  sufficient  to  establish  a  cause, 
the  plaintiff  need  go  no  further  than  show  this  act  by  his 
testimony.  And  in  an  aggravated  case,  though  he  will  not 
be  limited  to  proving  only  one  act,  yet  he  will  be  restrained 
from  going  quite  uselessly  beyond  the  requirements  of  the 
law.«  ■ 

§  613  [422].  Adultery  is  peculiarly  a  crime  of  darkness 
and  secrecy  ;  parties  are  rarely  surprised  in  it ;  and  so  it  not 
only  may,  but  ordinarily  must,  be  established  by  circumstan* 


>  Qravefl  v.  Giayes,  8  Curt  £c.  S85,  241. 

>  Richardson  v.  RichardBon,  1  Hag.  Ec.  6,  8  Eng.  Ec.  18.    It  ia  bo  alao  in 
cruelty.    Lockwood  9.  Lockwood,  2  Curt.  Ec.  281,  7  Eng.  Ec.  1 U. 
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tial  evidence.^  The  testimony  mast  convince  the  judicial 
mind  affirmatively,  that  actual  adultery  was  committed ; 
since  nothing  short  of  the  carnal  act  can  lay  a  foundation  for 
divorce.^  But  a  fundamental  principle,,  never  to  be  lost  sight 
of  in  these  cases,  is,  that  the  act  need  not  be  proved  in  time 
and  place ;  "  circumstances,"  says  Lord  Stowell,*"  need  not 
be  so  specifically  proved  as  to  produce  the  conclusion,  that 
the  fact  of  adultery  was  committed  at  that  particular  hour, 
or  in  that  particular  room ;  general  cohabitation  has  been 
deemed  enough."  ^  And  Dr.  Lushington  in  a  late  case  ob- 
served :  '^  It  is  not  necessary  to  prove,  that  the  adultery  with 
which  a  party  is  charged  should  have  occurred  at  any  par- 
ticular  time  and  place.  The  court  must  be  satisfied,  that  a 
criminal  attachment  subsisted  between  the  parties,  and  that 
opportunities  occurred  when  the  intercourse  in  which  it  is 
satisfied  the  parties  intended  to  indulge,  might  with  ordinary 
facility  have  taken  place."*  The  court  has  therefore  con- 
sidered the  offence  established,  when  unable,  from  t|;ie  evi- 
dence, to  '^  come  to  a  certain  conclusion  as  to  the  particular 
period  of  time  "  at  which  it  was  committed.*  Yet  Dr.  Lush- 
ington has  observed  :  ^<  It  is  generally  speaking  necessary,  as 
I  apprehend,  to  prove  that  the  parties  were  in  some  place 
together  where  the  adultery  might  probably  be  committed. 
Were  it  indeed  otherwise,  it  might  happen  that  guilty  inten- 
tion would  be  mistaken  for  actual  guilt;  and  this  would  be 


1  Ayl.  Parer.  44,  45 ;  Matchin  v.  Matchin,  6  Ban*,  832 ;  Williams  v,  Williams, 
1  Hag.  Cod.  299,  4  Eng.  £c.  415;  Richardson  v.  Richardson,  4  Fort.  467;  Law- 
son  i;.  Tho  State,  20  Ala.  65 ;  Moseer  i;.  Mosser,  29  Ala.  313 ;  Inskeep  v.  Inskeep, 
6  Iowa,  204. 

>  Hamerton  v.  Hamerton,  2  Hag.  Ec.  8,  4  Eng.  Ec.  18, 16,  19. 

>  Loveden  v.  Loveden,  2  Hag.  Con.  1,  4  Eng.  Ec.  461,  462;  Caton  v,  Caton^ 
113  Jnr.  431,  432;  Bramwell  v,  Bramwell,  3  Hag.  Ec.  618,  5  Eng.  Ec.  232,  234; 
Tncker  v.  Tucker,  11  Jnr.  898,  894;  Dailey  v,  Dailey,  Wright,  514;  Hamerton 
V.  Hamerton,  snpra.  "  It  will  be  sufficient,  if  the  court  can  infer  that  conclusion, 
as  it  has  often  done  between  persons  living  in  the  same  house,  though  not  seen  in 
the  same  bed,  or  in  any  equivocal  situation."  Lord  Stowell,  in  Buigess  v.  Bnx^ 
gess,  2  Hag.  Con.  223,  226,  4  Eng.  Ec.  527,  529.  And  see  The  State  v.  Poteet,  8 
Iro.  23. 

*  Davidson  v.  Davidson,  Deane  &  Swabey,  132, 135. 

*  Grant  v,  Granr,  2  Curt.  Ec.  16,  7  Eng.  Ec  3, 16. 
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contrary  to  all  principles  of  justice,  as  well  as  to  known  rules 
of  jurisprudence."  ^ 

§  614  [423].  "  Courts  of  justice,"  said  Lord  Stowell, «  must 
not  be  duped.  They  will  judge  of  facts,  as  other  men  of  dis- 
cernment,  exercising  a  sound  and  sober  judgment  on  circum- 
stances that  are  duly  proved,"  judge  of  them.^  "  The  only 
general  rule,"  he  observed  on  another  occasion,  "  that  can  be 
laid  down  upon  the  subject,  is,  that  the  circumstances  must 
be  such  as  would  lead  the  guarded  discretion  of  a  reasonable 
and  just  man  to  the  conclusion  ;^  for  it  is  not  to  lead  a  harsh 
and  intemperate  judgment,  moving  upon  appearances  that 
are  equally  capable  of  two  interpretations,^  neither  is  it  to  be 
a  matter  of  artificial  reasoning,  judging  upon  such  things 
differently  from  what  would  strike  the  careful  and  cautious 
consideration  of  a  discreet  man.  The  facts  are  not  of  a 
technical  nature ;  they  are  facts  determinable  upon  common 
grounds  of  reason ;  and  courts  of  justice  would  wander  very 
much  from  their  proper  office  of  giving  protection  to  the 
rights  of  mankind,  if  they  let  themselves  loose  to  subtilties, 
and   remote   and  artificial  reasonings  upon    such   subjects. 


^  Caton  V,  Caton,  snpnu 

^  Chambers  v.  Chambers,  1  Hag.  Con.  439,  4  Eng.  £c.  445,  448. 

*  8.  p.,  see  Mnlock  v.  Mulock,  1  Edw.  Ch.  14 ;  Richardson  v,  Kichardson,  4 
Port.  467,  476  ;  Day  v.  Day,  3  Green  Ch.  44*4 ;  Ferguson  i;.  Ferguson,  3  Sandf. 
307 ;  Inskeep  v,  Inskeep,  5  Iowa,  204.  Sir  Geoige  Hay  observed :  '*  Ocalar  proof 
is  seldom  expected ;  bnt  the  proof  shoald  be  strict,  satisfactory,  and  conclnsive." 
Rix  V.  Rix,  3  Hag.  Ec.  74,  5  Eng.  £c.  21.  **  It  is  physically  possible,"  observes 
Lord  Stowell,  "  that  persons  may  be  in  the  same  bed  together  without  criminal 
intercourse.  Courts  of  justice,  however,  cannot  proceed  on  such  g|yind ;  finding 
persons  ui  such  a  situation  as  presumes  guilt  generaUy,  they  must  presume  it  in  all 
cases  attended  with  these  circumstances."  Cadogan  v.  Cadogan,  2  Hag.  Con.  6, 
note,  4  Eng.  Ec.  462 ;  Van  Epps  9.  Van  Epps,  6  Barb.  320 ;  Burchet  v.  Burchet, 
Wright,  161 ;  Bryant  v.  Bryant,  Wright,  156.  But  see  The  State  v.  Way,  6  Vt. 
311. 

*  When  the  facts  relied  upon  are  equally  capable  of  two  interpretations,  one  of 
which  is  consistent  with  the  defendant's  innocence,  they  will  not  be  sufficient  to 
establish  guilt.  Feiguson  9.  Ferguson,  3  Sandf.  307.  And  see  Eirby  v.  The 
State,  3  Humph.  289. 

•  [487] 


§616  PROOBDUBB  m  sPBonric  causbs.  [book  vl 

« 

Upon  such   subjects,  the  rational  and   legal  interpretation 
must  be  the  same/'  ^ 

§  615  [424].  But  this  learned  judge  in  another  case  said  : 
^  I  take  the  rule  to  be«  that  there  must  be  such  proximate  cir- 
cumstances proved,  as,  by  former  decisions,  or  on  their  own 
nature  and  tendency,  satisfy  tYte  legal  conviction  of  the  court 
that  the  criminal  act  has  been  committed.  The  court  wiU 
look  with  great  satisfaction  to  the  authority  of  established 
precedents ;  but,  where  these  fail,  it  must  find  its  way  as 
well  as  it  can,  by  its  own  reasoning  on  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  the  case."  ^  And  the  proof  must  be  by  legal  evi- 
dence, applicable  to  a  legal  charge.^  Nor  will  the  adultery 
be  taken  as  proved  merely  because  a  witness  testifies  to  it ; 
for  the  court  must  be  satisfied  the  witness  is  honest,  not 
mistaken,  his  testimony  true.«  When  the  testimony  is  cred- 
ited, the  facts  it  establishes  will  be  viewed,  not  only  separ- 
ately, but  in  conjunction  ;  for  they  interpret  each  other ;  and 
in  combination  they  may  lead  to  the  inference  of  guilt,  when 
separately  they  would  not.*^ 

* 

§  616  [426].  "  Nor,"  observes  Shaw,  C.  J.,  "can  this  course 
of  inquiry  and  process  of  reasoning  and  judging  be  much 
aided  by  technical  and  artificial  rules,  or  by  what  are  con- 
sidered established  presumptions  of  fact  from  other  facts. 
These  rules  are  useful  and  convenient  in  their  way,  in  sug- 
gesting general  considerations,  which  are  applicable  to  many 
cases;  but,  after  all,  they  are  to  be  taken  with  so  many 
exceptions  and  so  much  allowance,  that  in  the  result  each 


1  Loveden  p.  LoYoden,  2  Hfig.  Con.  1,  4  Eng.  Be.  461, 468.  This  may  be  con- 
Biderod  the  leading  case  upon  the  principles  of  evidenoe  relating  to  this  topic 

*  Williams  v,  Williams,  1  Hag.  Con.  299,  4  Eng.  Ec.  415. 

*  Caton  V,  Caton,  13  Jar.  431,  433 ;  Simmons  v.  Simmons,  11  Jnr.  830,  6  Notes 
Cas.  324  ;  ante,  S  278.  There  most  be  both  allegation  and  proof.  F07  v.  F07, 
13  Ire.  90,  95. 

«  Bray  v.  Bray,  2  Halst  C!h.  506,  628.    And  see  post,  \  620. 
6  Borgess  v.  Bmfess,  2  Hag.  Con.  223,  228,  4  Eng.  Ec  527,  530;  Grant  v. 
Grant,  2  Cart  Ec  16,  7  Eng.  Ec.  3, 16. 
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case  mast  depend  mainly  upon  its-  own  peculiar  circum- 
stances. It  is  impossible,  therefore,  to  lay  down  beforehand, 
in  the  form  of  a  rule,  what  circumstances  shall,  and  what 
shall  not,  constitute  satisfactory  proof  of  the  fact  of  adultery  ; 
because  the  same  facts  may  constitute  such  proof  or  not,  as 
they  are  modified  and  influenced  by  different  circumstances. 
Suppose,  for  instance,  a  married  woman  had  been  shown,  by 
undoubted  proof,  to  have  been  in  an  equivocal  situation  with 
a  man  not  her  husband,  leading  to  a  suspicion  of  the  fact. 
If  it  were  proved,  that  she  had  previously  shown  an  unwar- 
rantable predilection  for  that  man ;  if  they  had  been  detected 
in  clandestine  correspondence,  had  sought  stolen  interviews, 
made  passionate  declarations;  if  her  affection  for  her  hus- 
band had  been  alienated ;  if  it  were  shown  that  the  mind 
and  heart  were  already  depraved,  and  nothing  remained 
wanting  but  an  opportunity  to  consummate  the  guilty 
purpose,  —  then  proof  that  such  opportunity  had  occurred, 
would  lead  to  the  satisfactory  conclusion  that  the  act  had 
been  committed.  But  when  these  circumstances  are  wanting ; 
when  there  has  been  no  previous  unwarrantable  or  indecent 
intimacy  between  such  parties;  no  clandestine  correspond- 
ence, or  stolen  and  secret  interviews  ;  the  fact  of  opportunity 
and  equivocal  appearances  would  hardly  raise  a  passing 
cloud  of  suspicion  over  the  fair  fame  of  such  a  woman. 
But  though  it  is  easy  to  pronounce,  with  confidence,  between 
cases  thus  distinctly  and  broadly  marked  by  the  circum- 
stances, yet  rules  of  evidence  drawn  from  them  afford  little 
aid  in  complicated  cases,  where  minute  shades  of  difference 
may  vary  the  aspect  of  the  proofs ;  and  more  especially 
where  there  is  a  direct  conflict  of  testimony ;  whejije  some  of 
the  testimony  must  be  false ;  and  where  constant  caution  is 
necessary  in  weighing  the  credit  due  to  witnesses,  to  prevent 
being  misled  by  some  or  other  of  these  false  lights."  ^ 

§  617  [426].   It  has  therefore  been  deemed  particularly  im- 
portant to  show  circumstances  leading  to  the  adultery,  ren- 

_ 

1  Danham  v.  Danham,  6  Law  Reporter,  139, 141. 
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dering  the  commission  of  it  probable ;  and  the  absence  of  ' 
sach  circumstances  in  evidence  has  been  considered  a  strong 
indication  against  the  party  parsaing.  "  It  is  true/'  observes 
Dr.  Lushington,  ^  that  in  almost  all  cases  adultery  is  dan* 
destine ;  but  it  is  equally  true,  in  the  great  majority  of  cases, 
.where  the  parties  are  cohabiting  together,  that,  after  the  dis* 
covery  of  the  fact  of  adultery,  evidence  is  produced  to  show 
that  it  is  probable.  ....  This  is  a  species  of  evidence  the 
court  always  looks  for ;  indeed  requires,  -wherever  the  cir* 
cumstances  allow  of  its-  production,  as  was  frequently  ob- 
served by  Lord  Stowell.'*  ^  In  another  case,  where  the  charge 
was  against  the  wife,  the  same  eminent  judge  observed :  <^  I 
have  certainly  felt  pressed  by  the  absence  of  all  proof  of 
indecent  familiarity,  of  all  proximate  acts  which  might  rea- 
sonably have  been  expected  during  this  long  intimacy.  I 
have  felt,  too,  that  such  a  connection  could  hardly  subsist 
without  connivance,  which  I  am  not  justified  in  suspect- 
ing. On  the  other  hand,  there  is  a  long-continued  intimacy, 
scarcely  to  be  explained  as  consistent  with  innocence.  The 
going  into  her  bedroom,  the  nursing  her  child  in  his  presence, 
his  attention  to  the  child,  and  the  quarrel  with  her  husband 
on  his  account,  and  no  attempt  at  defence,  and  a  child  born 
during  this  intimacy,  — looking  at  all  these  facts,  I  think  I 
am  judicially  warranted  in  pronouncing  the  adultery  proved 
with  M.  St  Rose;  although  I  do  not  attempt  to  conceaK 
that  1  have  arrived  at  this  result  with  some  difficulty."^ 

§  618.  And  there  is  a  case  which  came  before  the  present 
English  Matrimonial  Court,  in  which  the  learned  judges 
refused  to  give  credit  to  the  charge  of  adultery  against  a 
woman  who  for  twenty  years  had  been  exemplary  in  her 
married  life,  though  the  charge  was  testified  to  by  those  who 
professed  to  be  eyewitnesses.  Said  Cresswell,  J. :  **  There  is 
not  a  tittle  of  evidence  to  show,  that,  during  the  whole  period 


1  Dillon  r.  Dillon,  3  Curt.  £c.  86,  7  Eng.  £c.  377,  383 ;  Croft  v.  Croft,  3  Hag. 
£c.  310,  5  Eng.  E&,  120. 
>  Caton  9.  Caton,  13  Jar.  431,  434. 
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*"  of  their  cohabitation,  she  had  done  any  thing  to  raise  the 
slightest  suspicion  of  her  infidelity  in  the  mind  of  her  has- 
bandy  or  that  np  to  the  time  of  the  alleged  adultery  she  had 
in  any  way  miscondncted  herself.  The  coart  is  now  called 
npon  to  believe,  that  Mrs.  Alexander  at  once,  without  any 
preparation,  condescended  to  disgrace  lierself  with  a  groom 
who  had  been  about  two  months  in  her  husband's  service, 
with  so  little  regard  for  delicacy,  with  so  little  regard  as  to 
whether  she  was  discovered  or  not,  that  she  was  guilty  of 
acts  of  adultery  with  him  in  the  face  of  day,  without  taking 
the  precaution  of  pulling  down  a  window  blind,  or  closing  a 
washhouse  door."  ^ 

§  619  [427].  Every  act  of  adultery  implies  three  things : 
first,  the  opportunity ;  secondly,  the  disposition  in  the  mind 
of  the  adulterer ;  thirdly,  the  same  in  the  mind  of  the  pa/r^ 
iiceps  crimims.  And  the  proposition  is  substantially  true, 
that,  wherever  these  three  are  found  to  concur,  the  criminal 
fact  is  committed.^  This  proposition,  however,  should  in 
reason  be  qualified  thus:  if  these  three  things  do  concur, 
still  the  parties  may  not  know  the  state  of  each  other's  minds 


^  Alexander  v,  Alexander,  2  Swab.  &  T.  95, 101,  102. 

'  Diiyidson  v,  Dayidson,  Deape  &  Swabey,  132 ;  Inskeep  v.  Inskeep,  5  Iowa, 
204;  Westmeath  v.  Westineath,  2  Hag.  Ec.  Sapp.  1,  4  Eng.  Ec.  238;  Harris  r. 
Harris,  2  Hag.  Ec.  376,  4  Eng.  £a  160;  Bramwell  v,  Bramwell,  3  Hag.  Ec.  618, 
5  Eng.  Ec.  232.  In  the  last  cited  of  these  cases,  which  was  a  divorce  suit  against 
the  hnsband.  Dr.  Liishington  observed :  "  It  is  then  in  evidence,  that  not  merely 
was  there  a  criminal  attachment,  bat  also  that  this  attachment  was  not  rejected ; 
that  JeflRrej  [the  alleged  particeps  criminia]  admitted  his  familiarity,  received  his 
correspondence,  that  opportnnities  were  constant ;  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  on 
her  [Jeffrey's]  part,  resistance,  nor  repudiation,  nor  that  she  at  all  discountenanced 
his  passion.  To  doubt,  from  such  circumstances,  that  the  consummation  followed, 
would  be  to  presume,  that  the  efiect  was  not  consequent  on  the  natural  cause ; 
and  that  this  was  a  case  of  extraordinary  exception  and  singular  innocence."  See 
also  Soilleux  v.  Soillenx,  iHag.  Con.  373,4  Eng.  Ec.  434,  where  Lord  Stowell  ob- 
served :  "  When  the  criminal  disposition  of  the  man  has  been  most  satisfactorily 
proved,  and  when  it  is  also  proved'  that  the  conduct  of  this  female  was  so  difierent 
on  former  occasions  when  she  had  withstood  his  attacks,— if,  after  such  a  situation 
aa  18  described  in  the  evidence,  she  ceases  to  complain,  her  silence  and  submission 
furnish  the  strongest  presumption,  that  his  attempt  here  had  4)een  more  success- 
ful." 
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on  the  subject,  or  they  may  be  restrained  by  fear,  or  they 
may  be  under  some  temporary  incapacity,  or  temporary  ab- 
sence of  desire.  And  plainly  wherever  they  do  not  concur, 
the  offence  is  not  committed.  The  proof  of  their  concurrence 
may  lie  in  detached  testimony,  no  one  witness  being  able  to 
establish  more  than  a  single  one  or  two  of  the  links  in  the 
chain,  or  it  may  come  in  any  other  form. 

§  620  [428].  While  circumstantial  evidence  usually  pro- 
ceeds on  one  or  another  of  the  before-mentioned  propositions, 
it  may  proceed  on  quite  different  ones;  as  where  adultery 
is  proved  against  the  wife,  by  showing  the  husband's  non- 
access,  and  the  birth  of  a  child.^  And  the  proposition  by 
which  we  test  the  sufficiency  of  circumstantial  evidence  is, 
that,  if  the  facts  proved  cannot  be  reasonably  reconciled  on 
the  assumption  of  innocence,  but  are  harmonious  with  the 
assumption  of  guilt,  the  court  will  infer  guilt  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  facts  can  be  reasonably  reconciled  on  the  as- 
sumption of  innocence,  or  cannot  be  so  on  the  assumption  of 
guilt,  the  court  will  not  infer  guilt^  Circumstances  merely 
suspicious  are  insufficient,'  though  there  are  degrees  of  im- 
prudence from  which  the  offence  will  be  presumed.* 


^  Caton  V,  Gaton,  13  Jar.  431 ;  Richardson  v.  Richardson.  1  Hag.  £c.  6,  II, 
3  £ng.  Ec.  13,  15  ;  Commonwealth  v.  Shepherd,  6  Binn.  283  ;  ante,  §  610. 

«  Harris  v.  Harris,  2  Hag.  Be.  376,  4  Bng.  Ec.  160  ;*Dailey  v.  Dailej,  Wright, 
514;  Langstaff  u,  Langstaff,  Wright,  148;  Ferguson  v.  Ferguson,  3  Sandf.  307; 
Inskeep  r.  Inskeep,  5  Iowa,  204. 

'  Cooper  V.  Cooper,  .10  La.  249;  Grant  v.  Grant,  2  Curt.  £c.  16,  55,  7  Eng. 
Ec.  3,  15;  Eraser  v.  Eraser,  5  Notes  Cas.  20.  In  Johnston  v.  Johnston,  Wright, 
454,  a  witness  testified :  "  I  ha^e  seen  him  fRie  defendant]  at  the  hoose  of  Snsanna 
Lines,  late  and  early,  to  the*n^lect  of  his  own  woman ;  I  haye  seen  him  hugging 
and  nursing  her  in  company,  and  I  verily  believe  I  might  have  seen  more  if  I  had 
wished."  The  court  observed,  that  adultery  might  be  suspected,  but  it  was  not 
proved.  See  Wood  v.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108,  112,  for  the  statement  of  a  strong 
case,  where  there  was  a  verdict,  apparently  well  founded,  finding  the  adultery 
proved  against  a  defendant  who  was  afterward  shown  to  be  innocent.  In  a  recent 
English  case  also,  the  evidence  against  the  wife  was  quite  strong,  resting  however  on 
circumstances ;  but  she  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  by  the  testimony  of 


*  Chambers  v.  Chambers,  1  Hag.  Con.  439,  4  Bng.  Ec.  445,  448. 
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^  621  [429].  The  stronger  the  affectioii,  and  the  more  per* 
feet  the.  concord,  between  married  persons,  the  less  likely  is 
it  that  adaltery  will  be  committed.  Therefore  the  terms  on 
which  the  parties  cohabited  have  been  considered  a  material 
circumstance  in  this  issne.^  Thus,  the  withdrawal  of  the 
attachment  of  the  defendant  wife  from  "her  hasband  and  fam- 
ily ;  ^  her  expressions  of  strong  dislike  toward  him  and  his 
family ;  ^  alienation  of  feeling  by  the  defendant  husband  from  * 
his  wife;^  his  desertion  of  her;^  are  severally  admissible, 
though  not  alone  sufficient,  in  proof  of  the  adultery.  On 
other  grounds,  amicable  intercourse  between  the  husband 
and  wife  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  and  while  they  are 
not  in  actual  cohabitation,  may  be  shown  in  defence;  for 
this  is  sometimes  thought  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  belief 
in  the  mind  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  adultery  he  alleges  has 
really  been  committed.^  So  if  the  husband  prosecuting  a 
suit  had,  before  the  alleged  adultery,  manifested  a  wish  to 


anrgeons  who  examined  her  person,  that  she  was  vir^o  intaeta,  having  never  been 
known  by  man.  This  case  is  remarkable,  because  she  had  already  lived  with  her 
husband  eight  years.  There  was  evidence  of  the  hnsband's  admission,  that  he 
had  not  himself  consummated  the  marriage.  Hunt  v.  Hnnt,  Deane  &  Swabey, 
121. 

^  Dillon  V.  Dillon,  3  Cnrt.  £c.  86,  7  Eng.  £c.  377 ;  Richardson  v:  Richardson, 
4  Port.  467,  474. 

s  Caton  V.  Caton,  13  Jnr.  431,  432. 

*  Croft  V,  Croft,  3  Hag.  £c.  310,  5  Eng.  £c.  120,  122. 

*  Richardson  v,  Richardson,  4  Port.  674;  Sannders  v.  Sannders,  10  Jar.  143, 
144. 

*  Caton  V.  Caton,  sapra ;  Kenrick  v.  E[enrick,  4  Hag.  Ec.  114,  138. 

^  Dillon  V.  Dillon,  8  Cart.  £c.  86,  7  Eng.  Ec.  377,  381.  In  actions  for  criminal 
conversation,  it  is  sometimes  important  for  the  plaintiff  to  show,  that  his  wife  was 
on  terms  of  affection  with  him,  before  the  defendant  seduced  her ;  and,  for  this  pur- 
pose, her  letters,  written  either  Id  the  husband  or  to  third  persons,  anterior  to  the 
attempted  seduction,  are  admissible.  Trelawney  v.  Coleman,  1  B.  &  Aid.  90,  2 
Stark.  191 ;  Willis  v.  Bernard,  8  Bing.  376,  1  Moore  &  S.  584,  5  Car.  &  P.  342 ; 
Ebutm  o.  Faucett,  2  Esp.  562 ;  Edwards  v.  Crock,  4  Esp.  3S[ ;  Honliston  v.  Smith, 
2  Car.  &  P.  22,  24,  3  Bing.  127,  10  Moore,  482 ;  Wilton  v.  Webster,  7  Car.  &  P. 
198.  So  a  witness  who  is  acquainted  with  the  wife  may  give  his  opinion,  formed 
in  consequence  of  such  acquaintance,  as  to  her  affection  for  her  husband.  Tre- 
lawney  v,  Coleman,  2  Stark,  supra.  As  illustrating  which  point,  see  Campbell  t^. 
The  State,  23  Ala.  44.    See  also  JLeary  v.  Leary,  18  Ga.  696. 
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get  rid  of  his  wife,  this  will  be  deemed  a  circumstance  to  be 
weighed  against  him.^ 

§  622  [430].  In  the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  it 
was  customary  for  the  husband,  proceeding  on  the  allegation 
of  his  wife's  adultery,  where  the  parties  had  lived  some  time 
apart,  to  plead,  in  his  libel,  that  he  made  her  a  competent  al- 
•  lowance.  And  she  was  permitted,  in  her  responsive  allega- 
tion, to  contradict  the  averment,  and  state  what  provision  he 
did  make.  We  have  already  seen,  that  it  could  not  affect 
the  16gal  rights  of  the  parties,  whether  he  made  her  a  com- 
petent allowance,  or  deserted  her,  or  not.'  Dr.  Lushington 
has  observed :  *'  I  cannot  conceive  that  the  issue  of  thb  case 
can  be  determined  by  this  question ;  still  I  think  the  wife 
may  be  permitted  to  show,  that  she  had  no  competent  main- 
tenance ;  and  perhaps,  in  this  case,  it  may  be  of  importance 
to  explain  how,  and'why,  and  where  she  lived."  ^  The  sug- 
gestion should  be  made,  however,  for  the  guidance  of  Ameri- 
can practitioners  not  familiar  with  the  ecclesiastical  practice, 
that  this  form  of  allegation  has  reference  rather  to  the  evi- 
dence, than  to  the  rights  sought  to  be  established ;  and  so  it 
is  not  to  be  followed  with  us,  as  a  matter  of  pleading.  At 
the  same  time  it  shows  us,  that  evidence  on  this  point  seems 
to  be  admissible  under  the  proper  circumstances ;  but  it  is 
deemed,  that  the  proper  circumstances  for  its  admission  would 
very  rarely  arise. 

§  623  [431].  Evidence  of  cruelty,  as  showing  the  terms  of 
ihe  matrimonial  'cohabitation,  has  always  been  received  to 
strengthen  the  other  proofs  of  adultery ;  though  cruelty  is 
itself  a  separate  ground  of  divorce.^  *'  It  adds,"  observes 
Lord  Stowell,  <<  greatly  to  the  probability  that  such  a  charge 
is  well  founded,  if  it  appears  that "  the  defendant  husband's 


1  Braj  9.  Braj,  2  HaUt  Ch.  506,  6SS.  *  Aate,  4  8S. 

*  Grant  V.  Oranty  10  Jar.  103. 

«  Cocksedge  v.  Cockaedge,  1  RobertBon,  90,  94»  ^^i  Beach  v.  Beach,  II  F^, 
161 ;  Smith  9.  Smith,  3  PhUlim.  67,  1  Eng.  Be  190;  Bldred  v.  Eldred,  2  Curt. 
Be.  376,  7  Eng.  £c.  144.    And  see  ante,  \  58-60, 80,  note. 
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^  affections  were  visibly  estrfinged  from  his  wife,  and  there- 
fore more  likely  to  be  diverted  to  other  less  worthy  objects."  * 

§  624  [432].  There  is  a  New  York  case,  which  came  before 
Vice-ChanceUor  McConn,  on   the  wife's  bill,  charging  the 
husband  with  adultery ;  wherein,  after  a  feigned  issue  as  to 
this  fact  had  been  tried  at  common  law  and  returned  to  the 
Vice-Chancellor's  Court,  a  motion  was  made  to  set  aside  the  • 
verdict,  on  the  ground,  in  part,  that  the  common-law  judge 
had  admitted  improper  testimony  to  the  jury.     The  fact  was, 
that  the  common-law  judge  had  permitted  the  plaintiff  wife 
to  prove  acts  of  cruelty,  for  the  purpose  of  showing,  1st,  the 
husband's  affections  alienated ;  2d,  a  course,  of  abuse,  from 
the  time  of  his  connection  with  the  other  woman,  down  to 
and  terminating  in  the  separation  from  the  wife ;  3d,  such 
cruelty  having  resulted  from  his  connection  with  the  other 
woman,  as  part  of  a  plan  to  drive  the  wife  from  his  house, 
and  render  the  improper  intimacy  more  easy  to  be  carried  on. 
The  Vice-Chancellor  overruled  the  motion ;  and  said,  that  be 
was  of  opinion  the  judge  <^was  substantially  right  in  the 
decision."     But  his  observations  showed  a  tendency  of  mind 
toward  confining  this  class  of  evidence  within  narrower  limits 
than  the  reasons  we  have  just  considered,  and  the  English 
decisions,  would  seem  to  indicate.     He  said :  *'  The  acts  of 
cruelty  to  be  shown  in  evidence  would  have  to  be  immedi- 
ately, and  not  remotely,  connected  with  the  circumstances  of 
adultery,  so  as  to  form  one  series  of  aggression  on  the  part 
of  the  husband.     As  for  instance,  suppose  that  after  a  hus- 
band's intimacy  with  a  paramour,  and  while  he  was  pursuing 
a  course  of  conduct  totally  inconsistent  with  his  duty  and 
fidelity  as  a  husband  (with  evidence  of  some  particular  act, 
which  might  well  be  construed  into  a  consummation  of  the 
offence,  or,  at  least,  afford  a  strong  presumption  against  him), 
he  should  become  abusive  towards  his  wife,  and  follow  it  up 
by  blows,  or  other  personal  injury,  so  as  finally  to  drive  her 


1  Fonter  v.  Fonter,  I  Hag.  Con.  144,  4  Bug.  Ec.  8A8,  860;  s.  p.  Arkley  v. 
Arkley,  8  Fhillim.  500, 1  Eng.  Be.  461. 
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from  his  house,  and  should  then  receive  the  other  into  it; — 
I  think  this  would  be  evidence  proper  to  go  to  the  jury,  as 
showing,  in  the  first  place,  the  alienation  of  the  husband's 
affections,  and,  in  the  second  place,  the  quo  ammo^  or  inten- 
tion, with  which  the  cruelty  was  inflicted  :. —  a  just  ground  of 
inference  would  in  such  case  be  afforded,  that  his  intimacy 
with  the  other  woman  was  of  an  illicit  and  adulterous  charac- 
>  ter,  although  it  might  not  of  itself,  and  disconnected  from 
other  circumstances,  amount  to  evidence  of  adultery."  ^ 

§  625  [433].  So  also,  as  showing  an  adulterous  intent^  it  is 
competent  to  give  in  evidence,  not  only  the  defendant's  im- 
proper familiarities  with  the  aileged  particeps  criminis^  at 
times  anterior  t<o  the  fact  charged,^  and  at  times  concurrent 
with  the  fact,^  but  also  his  unsuccessful  solicitations  of  the 
chastity  of  other  women.^  And  in  the  ecclesiastical  practice, 
the  plaintiff  husband  has  been  permitted  to  plead,  that  the 
conduct  of  his  wife,  during  his  absence,  was  so  indecorous  as 
to  induce  a  lady  with  whom  she  resided  to  recommend  her 
removal  to  her  mother :  ^  this  however  is.  no  example  for  us, 
in  point  of  practice,  only  it  shows  that  libidinous  conduct  in 
the  wife  is  admissible  in  evidence  against  her.  In  a  case 
wherein  the  evidence  did  not  amount  to  judicial  proof  of  the 

1  Malock  v.-Malock,  1  Edw.  Ch.  H.  In  New  York,  cnielty  Ib  ground  of  divorce 
from  bed  and  board  onlj — adnlteiy,  from  the  bond  of  matrimony  —  and  the  two 
cannot  there  be  united  in  one  bill.  In  England,  each  is  a  ground  of  divorce  from 
'bed  and  board,  and  they  may  be  joined.  Vice-Chanoellor  McOonn  intimated  in 
this  case,  that  a'dislanctioa  woold  tbenc^  arise  as  to  the  extent  to  which  cmel^ 
might  be  evidence  of  adultery.  But  this  suggestion  appean  to  be  fully  met,  first, 
by  the  reason  of  the  English  rule ;  secondly,  by  the  fact,  that  in  England  cruelty 
may  always  and  without  limit  be  introduced  into  a  recriminatory  allegation  of 
adultery,  in  a  suit  for  adultery,  though  adultery  is  the  only  legal  bar.  See  ante^ 
\  80,  note. 

>  The  State  o.  Wallace,  9  N.  H.  615 ;  Burgess  v.  Burgess,  9  Hag.  Con.  223,  4 
Eng.  £c.  527;  Commonwealth  v,  Merriam.  14  Pick.  518;  Norfolk  v.  Germaine, 
IS  Howell  St.  Tr.  929,  945  ;  Commonwealth  v,  Lahey,  14  Qray,  91. 

*  The  State  v.  Marvin,  35  N.  H.  22. 

«  Forster  9.  Forster,  1  Hag.  Con.  144,  4  Eng.  Ec.  358,  362 ;  Soilleuz  v.  Soil- 
leuz,  1  Hag.  Con.  373,  4  Eng.  Ec.  434.  And  see  Bray  p.  Bray,  2  Halst.  Ch.  628. 
But  see  Washburn  v,  Washburn,  5  N.  H.  195. 

*  Croft  V,  Croft,  3  Hag.  Ec.  310,  5  Eng.  Ec.  120,  128. 
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wife's  adultery,  but  her  conduct  had  been  so  culpable  as  to 
raise  strong  suspicions  of  criminality,  and  induce  the  court 
to  rescind  the  conclusion  to  admit  further  evidence  ;  proof 
that,  during  the  progress  of  the  suit,  the  alleged  particeps 
criminis  had  frequently  visited  her  alone,  and  remained  late 
at  night,  was  received  as  sufficiently  strengthening  the  former 
proof  to  justify  the  sentence  of  divorce.^ 

§  636  [434].  K  a  married  man  associates  with  prostitutes^ 
or  visits  a  brothel,  without  any  apparent  motive,  and  espe- 
cially if  when  there  he  shuts  himself  up  in  a  room  with  a 
common  prostitute,  —  it  must  be  inferred,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  to  the  contrary,  that  he  does  this  with  the  intent  of 
committing  adultery;  and,  as  the  opportunity  and  the  un- 
doubted consent  of  another  party  concur  with  his  own  intent,^ 
the  offence  must  be  presumed  to  be  committed.^  Lord  Stow- 
ell  has  observed :  ^  The  act  of  going  to  a  house  of  ill-fame  is 
characterized  by  our  old  saying,  that  people  do  not  go  there 
to  say  their  paternoster ;  that  it  is  impossible  they  can  have 
gone  there  for  any  but  improper  purposes ;  and  that  it  is  uni*- 
versally  held  a  proof  of  adultery."  ^  So  if  a  married  woman 
is  seen  going  into  a  house  of  ill-fame  with  a  man  not  her 
husband,*  or  unattended,^  that  is  alone  sufficient  evidence  of 
her  adultery.  And  this  species  of  proof  has  been  considered 
to  be  more  stringent  when  produced  against  the  woman  than 

^  Hamerton  v.  Hamerton,  8  Hag.  £c.  1,  5  Eng.  £c.  11.  Facts  tending  to  show 
adalteiy  sabseqaent  to  the  adalterons  acts  in  issue  would  seem  to  be  admissible  or 
not,  according  as  a  connection  is  established  or  not,  between  the  earlier  and  later 
transactions.  Lawson  v.  The  State,  20  Ala.  65 ;  The  State  v.  Crowley,  18  Ala. 
178.    See  also  I  Greenl.  Er.  i  47. 

*  Ciocci  V.  Ciocd,  26  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  604, 1  Spinks,  121.  *  Ante,  \  619. 
\  Astlej  V.  Astlej,  1  Hag.  Ec.  714,  8  Eng.  £c.  808 ;  Kenrick  v.  Kenrick^  4  Hag. 

Ec.  114, 124,  132  ;  Van  Epps  v.  Van  Epps,  6  Barb.  820;  Langstaff  v.  Il^uigstaff, 
Wright,  148 ;  Richardson  v.  Richardson,  4  Port  467, 474.  Bat  see  Betts  v,  Bette, 
1  Johns.  Ch.  197. 

*  Loreden  v.  Ldreden,  2  Hag.  Con.  1, 24,  4  Eng.  Ec.  461,  472. 

*  Best  V.  Best,  1  Add.  Ec  411, 3  Eng.  Ec.  158, 170 ;  Wood  v.  Wood,  and  other 
anihorities  dted,  4  Hag.  Ec.  188 ;  Matchin  v,  Ifatchin,  6  Barr,  832,  888. 

T  Eliot  V.  Eliot,  cited  in  Williams  v.  VTaiiams,  1  Hag.  Con.  299,  4  Eng.  Ec 
415,417;  Ayl.  Paver.  45. 
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the  man.^  Obvion8ly,  however,  such  a  visit  is  open  to  ex- 
planation ;  as  it  may  be  one  of  philanthropy,^  or  of  accident, 
or  even  of  lawful  business,  which  should  not  be  construed 
into  an  act  of  guilt 

• 

§  627  [435].  The  viffit  of  a  wife  to  the  lodgings  or  house 
of  a  single  man  may  be  a  suspicious  circumstance,  and,  oca- 
nected  with  other  circumstances,  sufficient ;  but  it  will  not 
alone  establish  guilt.^  Thus,  where  the  windows  were  shut, 
and  there  were  letters  which  could  not  be  otherwise  explained, 
such  a  visit  was  held  to  complete  the  proof.^  But  in  a  recent 
case  of  this  complexion,  already  referred  to,^  the.  wife  extri- 
cafed  herself  from  the  pressure  of  presumption  against  her, 
by  showing  herself  to  be  a  virgin,  never  known  by  man.® 

§  628  [436].  Proof  that  a  fact  of  marriage  was  celebrated 
between  the  defendant  and  the  alleged  por/tc^p^  mmtftix  does 
not  itself  go  quite  far  enough  ;  for  it  is  still  necessary  to  show 
a  dwelling  together,  or  an  actual  criminal  intercourse.^  But 
the  further  proof  of  an  ostensible  living  together  as  husband 
and  wife  will  suffice  in  such  a  case.®  Where  there  was  no 
celebration  of  marriage  shown,  the  court  refused  to  infer 
adultery  from  the  mere  unaided  fact  of  the  defendant  and  a 
woman  living  in  the  same  house  together,  under  the  reputa- 
tion of  being  married,  while  they  were  not.^  But  if  he  gave 
currency  himself  to  the  repute,  the  evidence  plainly  would 
;be  stringent ;  and,  in  a  case  where  there  was  no  suspicion  of 
•collusion,  it  should,  on  principle,  be  deemed  satisfactory.^^ 

^  Aiitlej  V.  Astlej,  supra. 

>  For  an  interesting  case,  in  which  the  defence  of  philantiiropy  was  set  op  and 
failed,  see  Ciocci  v,  Ciocci,  26  Eng.  L.  &  £q.  604,  1  Spinks,  121. 

»  WillUms  V.  Williams,  1  Hag.  Con.  299,  4  Eng.  Be.  415,  417. 
«  Ricketts  v.  Taylor,  cited  in  Williams  v.  Williams,  supra. 

•  Ante,  t  620,  note.  •  Hant  v.  Hnnt,  Deane  ft  Swabej,  121. 

T  Reemie  o.  Reemie,  4  Mass.  586;  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  Wright,  128 ;  post,  \  639. 
And  see  Ellis  v,  Ellis,  11  Mass.  92;  Cayford's  case,  7  Greenl.  57. 

>  Nash  V.  Nash,  1  Hag.  Con.  140, 4  Eng.  £c.  857 ;  Blasten  v,  ICasten,  16  N.  H. 
il59, 161. 

•  Hart  9.  Hart,  S  Edw.  Ch.  S07.  lo  Poet,  4  629. 
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§  629  [437].  Facts  in  themaelveB  inconclusive  may  be 
made  conclusive  by  proof  of  falsehood  or  concealment  on 
the  part  of  the  offender.  Thus,  where  the  wife  conceals 
from  her  husband  meetibgs  with  the  alleged  paramour,^  or 
conceals  her  having  correspondence  with  him,^  or  the  fact  of 
Us  lodging  at  the  house  in  the  husband's  absence;^  where 
the  husband  pretends,  that  a  young  woman  with  whom  he 
is  intimate  is  his  niece,  while  she  is  not  so ;  ^  or,  a  foriiariy 
where  a  woman  calls  herself  by  a.  false  name,  and  occupied 
the  same  room  with  a  man  not  her  husband,  only  one  bed 
being  in  the  room,  for  eight  or  nine  months,^ — adultery  may, 
under  the  requisite  attendant  circumstances,  be  presumed. 
But  a  man  will  not  ordinarily  be  supposed  to  have  Com- 
mitted this  offence,  if  his  wife  and  child  were  on  the  same 
bed  with  him  and  the  alleged  parliceps  criminisfi 

'  §  630  [438].  Proof  that  the  accused  husband  gave  the 
womaq  presents  of  money,  and  articles  of  dress  and  orna- 
ment, may,  in  the  absence  of  explanation,  furnish  strong 
suspicion,  and,  in  connection  with  other  evidence,  establish 
the  otknceJ  Says  an  old  Scotch  writer :  '<  The  ordinary 
presumptions  are,  the  being  oft  alone  together,  gifts,  love- 
letters,  close  doors,  the  wife's  being  abroad  all  night,  nudus 
cnm  nuddy  et  solus  cum  soldy  the  entertaining  persons  that  are 
known  to  be  pimps."  ^ 

§  631  [439].  In  considering  presumptions  of  this  nature, 
we  should  regard  the  peculiar  modes  of  life  of  the  parties. 


1  Bramwell  v,  Bramwell,  8  Hag.  £c.  618,  5  Eng.  Ec.  232 ;  Elwes  v.  Elwes,  I 
Hag.  Con.  269,  4  Eng.  Ec.  401,  402. 

'  Loreden  v.  Loreden,  2  Hag.  Con.  1, 4  Eng.  Ec.  461,  469,  470;  Lockwood  v. 
Lockwood,  2  Cnrt.  Ec.  281,  7  Eng.  Ec.  114,  124;  Mone  o.  Mone,  2  Hag.  Be. 
608,  4  Eng.  Ec  220.  # 

*  Grant  v.  Grant,  2  Cnrt  Ec.  16,  7  Eng.  Ec.  8. 

«  Eenrick  v.  Kenrick,  4  Hag.  Ec.  114, 129 ;    Hanti  v.  Hanis,  2  Hag.  Be  876, 
4  Eng.  Ec.  160,  167. 
^  Scroggins  v.  Scroggins,  Wright,  212. 

•  StioU  V.  Scott,  Wright,  469 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  Wright,  644. 

T  CockBedge  v.  Cocksedge,  1  Bobertson,  90,  98.         *  McKen.  Ctun.  Law,  177. 
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of  these  causes,  even  though  it  appears,  that,  at  a  former 
time,  he  had  infected  his  wife.^ 

§  633  [440  a].  Concerning  the  Evidence  which  arises  from 
one  or  the  other  or  both  of  the  parties  having  the  venereal 
disease,  if  we  reject  the  idea,  certainly  somewhat  prevalent, 
that  accident  may  bring  the  disease  where  the  usual  cause 
does  not  exist;  and  if,  in  a  particular  case,  the  disease  is 
found  to  have  a  recent  origin,  long  after  the  marriage, — 
then  the  conclusion  is  plain,  that  one  or  the  other  of  the 
parties,  or  both  of  them,  must  have  offended.  Now,  this 
being  conceded,  how  shall  we  determine  at  whose  door  to 
lay  the  guilt?  Often  this  cannot  be  ascertained;  but,  in  a 
case  of  this  kind,  consulting  reason  rather  than  specific  an- 
thority,  evidence  should  be  received  of  the  entire  course  of 
life,  and  the  associations  and  temptations,  of  the  parties 
severally,  the  result  of  which  would  be,  that  sometimes  the 
judge  might  become  quite  satisfied  in  the  matter,  sometimes 
not ;  and  the  divorce  would  be  granted  only  when  he  was 
satisfied. 

§  634  [441].  Stains  upon  the  husband's  linen,  though,  it 
seems,  admissible  in  proof,  are  not  alone  sufficient  evidence 
of  his  adultery ;  since  they  do  not  necessarily  establish  even 
his  infection  with  venereal  disease.  There  may  be  discharges 
from  other  causes,  which,  when  dry,  would  so  nearly  resemble 
those  of  syphilitic  origin,  as  to  render  it  impossible  to  distin- 
guish the  one  from  the  other.' 

§  635  [442].  Another  presumption  sometimes  relied  upon 
in  these  cases  is,  that,  when  an  adulterous  intercourse  .is  once 
shown  to  exist  between  persons,  and  they  are  still  living 
together,  or  under  the  same  roof,  the  unlawful  connection 


1  CoUett  V,  Collett,  Jad.  Com.  of  Privy  Council,  July  14, 1840,  Wadd.  Big.  38. 
See  also  Stone  v.  Stone,  3  Notes  Cas.  278,  290. 
'  Feignson  v.  Fergason,  I  Barb.  Ch.  fi04. 
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also  is  deemed  to  be  continuing.^  And  as  a  general  propo- 
sition, when  adultery  between  two  persons  is  proved  to  have 
taken  place,  less  evidence  will  suffice  to  establish  a  continua- 
tion of  it,  than  would  be  necessary  to  establish  the  first 
offence.^  But  some  of  the  cases  seem  to  hold,  that  one  of 
the  parties  is  not  permitted  to  prove,  in  the  first  instance, 
antenuptial  incontinence  in  the  other,  and  then  call  in  the 
aid  of  this  presumption;^  either  because  it  would  be  con- 
trary to  good  policy  to  allow  such  a  course  of  proof  to  be 
pursued,  or  because  a  person  entering  marriage  is  under- 
stood to  abandon  unlawful  pleasures.  Yet  in  other  cases, 
English,  American,  and  Scotch,  the  antenuptial  and  post- 
nuptisd  conduct  have,  under  the  circumstances  of  those  cases, 
been  very  properly  connected  together;^  and  we  may  conse- 
quently find  some  embarrassment  in  saying  what  precise 
latitude  should  be  given  to  the  doctrine  just  announced. 
There  appears  also  to  be  a  doubt,  whefher,  if  condonation 
has  passed,  the  condoned  adultery  may  then  be  shown  as 
foundation  for  inferring  the  subsequent  adultery.^  Looking 
at  these  questions  in  the  light  of  principle,  we  conclude,  that, 
whenever  a  condonation  has  passed,  or  a  marriage  has  taken 
place,  a  presumption  arises  of  the  party  having  abandoned 
all  former  connections.  But  where  there  is  new  and  inde- 
pendent evidence  pointing  to  a  connection  subsequent  to  the 
period  of  condonation  or  marriage,  —  not  merely  a  living  in 
the  same  house,  but  pertinent  evidence  directly  pointing, — 
'—  ■  »  .  ■      ■ 

.  1  Smith  o.  Smith,  4  Paige,  433 ;  Beebj  v.  Beeby,  1  Hag.  Ec.  789,  8  Eng.  Ec. 
3SS,  942 ;  Tniton  v.  Tarton,  3  Hag.  Ec.  388,  5  Eng.  Ec.  130, 136. 

*  Armstrong  v.  Annstrong,  32  MiBsis.  279. 

*  Gravos  v.  Grares,  3  Curt.  Ec.  235,  7  Eng.  Ec.  425,  427  ;  Best  v.  Best,  1  Add. 
Ec.  411,  2  Eag.  Ec.  158, 169;  Perrin  v.  Perrin,  1  Add.  Ec.  1,  2  Eng.  Ec.  11 ; 
Derail  v.  Derail,  4  Des.  79. 

*  Ciocci  V.  Ciocci,  26  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  604,  627, 1  Spinks,  121 ;  Lathan  v.  Proven, 
2  Scotch  Sess.  Cas.  new  ed.  250 ;  Van  Epps  o.  Van  Epps,  6  Barb.  320 ;  Braj  v. 
Braj,  2  Halst  Ch.  628.  And  see  Simmons  v,  Simmons,  1 1  Jnr.  830,  6  -Notes 
Cas.  324.  In  Connecticat,  on  a  charge  of  keeping  a  house  of  ill-fame,  the  prose- 
cutor was  permitted  to  show,  that  the  defendant's  honse  was  snch  anterior  to  the 
time  when  the  statute,  prohibiting  the  offence,  went  into  operation,  as  aiding  the 
proof  of  its  character  afterward.    Caldwell  v.  The  State,  17  Conn.  467. 

«  Ante,  S  60. 
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then  the  former  oonnectioa  may  be  shown  as  giving  force 
to  the  inference  of  robseqnent  misconduct. 

§  636.  This  qaestion,  as  respects  incontinence  conunitted 
before  and  after  marriage,  cam&  before  Dr.  Lushiugton,  in 
the  Consistory  of  London,  in  1854.  He  said :  ^  No  doubt, 
as  a  general  rale,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  husband  cnt  the 
wife  to  plead  illicit  intercourse  prior  to  the  marriage;  be- 
cause the  doctrine  universally  maintained  is,  that  marriage 
operates  as  an  oblivion  of  all  that  has  passed,  and  as  oblivion 
of  all  that  can  possibly  have  occurred But  the  ques- 
tion which  I  have  now  to  decide  is,  whether  the  special  facts 
of  this  case  do  not  make  it  an  exception  tathe  rule.  The 
first  fact  to  be  noticed  is,  that  the  woman,  with  whom  con* 
nection  is  pleaded  before  marriage,  is  continued  in  the  ser- 
vice of  the  husband  after  marriage.  The  next  fact  is,  that 
the  adultery  is  chsirged  to  have  taken  place  with  this  very 
same  person.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  circumstance  does 
form  a  necessary  exception  to  the  rule,  and  one  which  I  am 
bound  to  engraft  upon  it,  and  for  a  very  obvious  reason ; 
because  circumstances,  which  may  be  proved  subsequently 
to  the  marriage,  will  have  a  very  different  complexion, 
whether  they  are  taken  standing  alone,  without  reference  -to 
preceding  circumstances,  or  whether  they  are  taken  in  con- 
junction with  antecedent  criminal  connection  itself."  After 
relying  further  upon  the  special  fact  of  the  woman  being 
continued  in  the  husband's  service  subsequently  to  the  mar- 
riage, he  concluded  as  follows :  "  It  appears  to  me,  that, 
where  the  adultery  is  pleaded  to  have  taken  place  with  the 
same  person  with  whom  there  was  a  criminal  connection 
antecedently,  and  where  marriage  took  place  subsequently, 
it  fonns  an  exception  to  the  general  rule ;  and  I  shall  there- 
fore admit  the  libel  as  it  stands."^ 

§  637  [443].   In  England,  previous  to  Stat  20  &  21  Vict 
c.  85,  the  injured  husband  used  ordinarily  to  bring  his  action 


^  Weatherley  v,  Weatherley^  1  Spinks,  193. 
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at  common  law,  against  the  adulterer,  for  the  criminal  con- 
versation, and  afterward  proceed  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Coart 
for  a  divorce ;  pleading  in  this  court  his  verdict,  if  he  had 
obtained  one.  On  ordinary  principles,  the  verdict  would 
seem  to  be  quite  inadmissible ;  for  the  defendant,  against 
whom  it  is  produced,  was  not  a  party  to  the  proceeding  in 
which  it  w^s  rendered.  And  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  has 
held,  that  a  verdict  in  ejectment  cannot  be  given  in  evidence 
in  a  testamentary  cause.^  But  though  the  admission,  in 
divorce  suits,  of  verdicts  obtained  in  actions  for  criminal  con- 
versation, was  much  resisted,  their  admissibility  became  at 
length  fully  established.  The  principal  object  of  this  evi- 
dence seems  to  have  been,  to  Tebut  any  presumption  of  col- 
lusion,^ and  to  satisfy  the  court  that  the  husband  had  honestly 
endeavored  to  obtain  all  the  redress  the  law  affords;*  but, 
though  some  of  the  cases  might  appear  to  give  it  a  little  more 
weight,^  they  all  agree,  that  it  is  in  no  proper  sense  evidence 
against  the  wife,  and  that  its  production  does  not  place  the 
husband  on  any  better  footing  toward  her,  or  lessen  his  bur- 
den of  establishing  by  other  proofs  his  allegations  against 
her.^      There    are    no   reported   American   cases,   in   which 


'  Grindall  v.  Grindall,  3  Hag.  Ec.  259,  5  Eng.  Ec.  101 ;  Price  p.  Clark,  3  Hag. 
Ec.  265,  5  Eng.  Ec.  103. 

'  Ante,  4  26  ;  Price  v.  Clark,  snpra ;  Phillips  v.  PhillipB,  I  Robertson,  144, 
156. 

s  Williams  v,  Williams,  I  Hag.  Con.  299,  4  Eng.  Ec.  415,  41S. 

*  Forster  v.  Forster,  1  Hag.  Con.  144,  4  Eng.  Ec.  358,  364 ;  Chambcn  v.  Cham- 
licrs,  1  Hag.  Con.  439,  4  Eng.  Ec.  445,  448 ;  Dillon  v.  Dillon,  3  Cart.  Ec.  86,  7 
Eng.  Ec.  377,  391  ;  Halford  v,  Halford,  Pojmter  Mar.  &  Dir.  200,  note. 

^  Williams  v.  Williams,  snpra;  Loveden.v. Loreden,  2 Hag.  Con.  1,  4  Eng. Ec. 
461,  484  ;  Evans  v.  Evans,  1  Robertson,  165,  170 ;  Best  v.  Best,  1  Add.  Ec.  411, 
2  Eng.  Ec.  158, 170.  See  also  Elwes  o.  Elwes,  1  Hag.  Con.  269,  4  Eng.  Ec.  401, 410, 
note ;  Williams  v.  Williams,  3  Barb.  Ch.  628.  The  verdict  in  a  suit  to  which 
neither  the  hasband  nor  wile  was  a  party  cannot  be  admitted.  Brisco  v.  Brisco, 
cited  1  Hag.  Ec.  165,  168,  8  Eng.  Ec.  77,  78.  In  a  late  English  ease,  where  tlie 
hnsband  sued  on  the  gronnd  of  his  wife's  alleged  adnlteiy,  Dr.  Loshington  re- 
fused  to  admit  against  him,  a  verdict  obtained  against  him  by  a  third  person  for 
necessaries  famished  the  wife;  the  defence  set  ap  to  the  action  for  necessaries 
having  been,  that  she  had  committed  adaltery.  "There  can  be  no  donbt,"  he 
said,  "that  verdicts  against  the  alleged  adulterer  have  been  fluently  admitted 
in  pleading  here — not  however  as  proof  of  the  adalteiy,  but  to  show  that  the 
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such  a  verdict  has  been  tendered  to  the  coart.  Probably  it 
would  not  be  received,  unless  possibly  under  special  circum- 
stances. 

« 

§  638  [444].  In  some  of  the  American  States,  adultery  is 
punishable  by  indictment ;  and  the  question  arises,  whether, 
in  those  States,  a  record  of  the  defendant's  conviction  of 
adultery  is  admissible  in  a  suit  for  divorce,  to  prove  the  same 
adultery,  and,  if  admitted,  what  weight  is  to  be  given  it 
The  general  doctrine  is,  that  a  judgment  in  a  criminal  cause 
is  not,  jn  a  civil  proceeding,  where  the  party  plaintiff  is  neces- 
sarily different,  evidence  of  the  fact  upon  which  the  convic-* 
tlon  was  founded.^  But  we  have  seen,  that  a  divorce  suit  is 
really  a  triangular  one,  the  government  constituting  the  third 
•  party ;  ^  and  so  both  the  parties  to  the  indictment  are  in  fact 
parties  in  the  divorce  suit.  Besides,  it  evidently  must  aid 
the  conscience  of  the  judge,  in  discharging  his  duty  pf  pro- 
tecting the  public  against  divorces  for  sham  offences,  to 
know  that  this  public  has  itself  indicted  and  convicted  the 
defendant.  And  when  the  defendant  in  the  divorce  suit  has 
suffered  himself  to  be  defaulted  ;  so  that  he  cannot  complain 
if  judgmen#is  rendered  against  him  even  without  evidence,^ 
and  only  the  interests  of  the  public  remain  to  be  protected ; 
it  would  seem,  upon  principle,  that  the  record  of  conviction 
should  be  received  as  alone  sufficient 

m 

§  639  [445].  The  question  of  its  sufficiency,  where  the 
respondent  appears  and  defends,  may  not  be  so  clear ;  but,  as 
here  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  been  a  witness  in  tte  crim- 


hasband  has  not  shrank  finom  exposing  his  witnesses  to  a  viva  voce  examination. 
....  Bat.here  is  a  yetdict  in  an  action  between  difibrent  parties,  and  for  a  totally 
difierent  purpose.  The  yery  fact  that  the  wife  was  examined  shows,  that  tiie 
jnry  gave  their  yeidict  ftom  other  foqts  which  were  brooght  before  them,  since 
she  wonld  not  be  a  witness  to  prove  her  own  innocence."  Jenkyn  v,  Jenkyn, 
Deane  &  Swabej,  S68. 

1  1  Greenl.  Et.  ^  587 ;  1  Stark.  £t.  319.  Bat  see  Maybee  v.  Arerj,  18  Johns. 
359. 

s  Ante,  \  280,  834.  *  Ante,  \  886. 
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inal  proceeding,*  why  should  not  the  record  primd  facie 
establish  the  fact  charged  ?  In  Maine  it  has  been  held  suffici- 
ent, as  well  in  a  contested  as  a  defaulted  case,  to  prove  both 
the  marriage  and  the  adultery.^  In  Ohio,  a  record  of  con- 
viction for  polygamy  was  adjudged  insufficient  proof  of  adul- 
tery ;  not  because  of  any  objection  to  this  kind  of  testimony, 
but  because  the  crime  of  polygamy  is  committed  by  merely 
entering  into  the  second '  marriage ;  while  adultery  is  the 
carnal  act  following,  though  not  so  necessarily  following  as 
to  dispense  with  proof  of  it  in  the  divorce  suit^  The  report 
of  this  case  does  not  show  whether  it  was  contested  or  not.^ 


^  See  1   Greenl.  £t.  f  537,  note ;  2  ib.  f  45,  note ;  Gilb.  Er.  82 ;  Mnybee  v, 
Avery,  18  Johns.  352";  Nelson  v.  Evans,  1  Dev.  9. 

3  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  4  Grreenl.  100;  Randall  v.  Randall,  4  Greenl.  326. 
On  the  hearing  of  a  libel  for  divorce  from  bed  and  board  on  the  ground  of  cruelty, 
a  record  of  the  defendant's  conviction  for  assault  and  battery  on  the  wife  was  offered 
in  evidence,  and  objected  to.  It  appearing  that  the  defendant  bad  pleaded  guilty 
to  the  indictment,  the  record  was  admitted.  Bradley  v.  Bradley,  2  Faiif.  367.  But 
as  a  general  proposition,  a  record  of  conviction  upon  a  plea  of  guilty  in  a  criminal 
cause  is  admissible,  in  a  civil  action  against  tlie  same  defendant,  being  a  solemn 
judicial  confession  of  tlie  fact.  1  Greenl.  Bv.  4  537,  note.  In  Wootlruff  p.  Wood- 
ruff, 2  Fairf.  475,  which  was  a  liU^l  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  cruelty,  a  record 
of  the  conviction  of  the  defendant  husband  for  an  assault  and  battery  upon  the 
wife  was  offered ;  but,  it  appearing  that  there  was  a  trial  in  the  criminal  case,  and 
that  the  wife  was  a  vntneas,  the  record  was  rejected.  In  a  similar  divorce  suit  in 
Vermont,  where  a  record  of  conviction  was  tendered,  the  court  refused  to  receive 
it,  except  as  proof  of  the  fact  of  .the  conviction,  observing :  "  It  would  not  be  proof 
ijf  the  assault  and  battery  alleged,  for  the  same  reason  that  such  a  conviction  is  not 
eridenoe  in  a  civil  case,  when  the  same  matter  comes  in  question ;  that  is,  that  it 
might  have  been  obtained  upon  the  testimony  of  the  person  in  whose  favor  it  is 
offered."  Quinn  v.  Quinn,  16  Vt.  426.  In  Connecticut,  "in  an  action  of  book- 
debt,"  says  Judge  Swift,  "the  plaintiff  claimed  a  right  to  recover  for  articles  deliv- 
ered to  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  on  the  ground,  that,  by  extreme  cruelty  and 
personal  violence,  he  had  driven  her  fVom  his  house ;  and  he  offered,  in  evidence  of 
that  fact,  the  verdict  of  the  jury  convicting  him  in  a  public  prosecution.  But  the 
court  held,  that  such  verdict  was  not  admissible  evidence  to  prove  that  fact ;  and 
that  verdicts  in  public  prosecutions  for  crimes  could  never  be  evidence  in  civil  suits, 
although  the  same  question  of  fact  should  arise."  Swift's  Ev.  20.  And  see  May- 
bee  V,  Avery,  18  Johns.  852;  People  v,  Buckland,  13  Wend.  592,  595 ;  King  v. 
Chase,  15  N.  H.  9. 

*  Ante,  4  628. 

*  Wilson  V.  Wilson,  Wright,  128.    See  Reemie  r.  Reemie,  4  Mass.  586 ;  Pat- 
terson V.  Gaines,  6  How.  U.  S.  550. 
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§  640  [446].  The  English  authorities  appear  to  sustain 
the  general  doctrine  here  indicated.  Thus  in  a  suit  for  di- 
vorce from  bed  and  board,  for  unnatural  practices  committed 
by  the  husband,  the  only  evidence  was  the  record  of  his  con- 
viction of  an  assault  upon  the  person  named,  with  intent  to 
commit  the  offence.  The  Consistory  Court  of  York,  under 
the  apprehension  that  a  mere  attempt  was  not  sufficient  to 
authorize  the  sentence,  but^  not  doubting  the  sufficiency  of 
the  proof,  rejected  the  libel.  The  High  Court  of  Delegates, 
on  appeal,  admitted  it,  and  pronounced  for  the  divorce,  which 
was  followed  by  an  act  of  parliament  dissolving  the  mar* 
riage.^'  So,  on  a  question  of  administration  upon  the  effects 
of  a  deceased  person,  a  conviction  of  polygamy  is  evidence, 
not  conclusive,  of  the  nullity  of  the  second  marriage.^  At 
the  same  time,  in  a  suit  for  nullity  of  a  second  marriage,  it 
has  been  held  to  be  competent  for  the  defendant  to  set  up  the 
nullity  of  the  first,  in  bar  of  the  suit,  although  he  has  been 
convicted  of  bigamy  in  respect  of  such  second  marriage;  the 
record  of  the  conviction  being  considered,  as  it  would  seem, 
prima  fade  evidence,  not  conclusive,  of  the  nullity.®  Obvi- 
ously a  judgment  of  acquittal  would  not  bind  the  plaintiff*; 
because  he,  against  whom  it  is  offered,  was  not  a  party  to 
the  suit ;  and  because  it  ascertains  no  fact,  but  merely  shows 
the  government  to  have  failed  in  making  out  its  case.  Thus, 
where  one  had  been  acquitted  on  an  indictment  for  having 


1  Bromley  v.  Bromley,  2  Add.  Kc.  158,  note,  2  Eng.  Ec.  260,  Poynter  Mar.  & 
DiT.  184,  note.  See  aliio  Elleuthrop  o.  Myers,  2  Add.  Ec.  158,  note,  2  Eng.  Ec. 
261 ;  Boyle  v.  Boyle,  Comb.  72,  3  Mod.  }64;  Mogg  r.  Mogg,  2  Add.  Ec.  292,  2 
Eng.  Ec.  311. 

s  Wilkinson  r.  Gordon,  2  Add.  Ec.  152,  2  Eng.  Ec.  257.  There  is,  however,  an 
English  case  which  came  before  the  Matrimonial  Coart,  wherein  the  wife  bronght 
her  petition  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  her  husband's  '*  bigamy  with  adoltery," 
where  the  husband  bad  been  convicted  of  the  bigamy,  and  Sir  C.  Crcsswell  ob- 
served :  "  You  -must  remember,  that  the  bigamy  must  be  proved.  Proof  of  tbe 
conviction  of  bigamy  will  not  suffice."    March  v,  March,  2  Swab.  &  T.  49,  50. 

*  Bruce  v.  Buke,  2  Add.  Ec.  471,  2  Eng.  Ec.  881 ;  Rogers  Ec.  Law,  2d  ed. 
635.  See  also  People  v.  Buckland,  IS  Wend.  592 ;  Hudson  v.  Robinson,  4  M.  & 
S.  475,  479  ;  Drew  v.  Clark,  2  Add.  Ec.  102,  111,  113,  2  Eng.  Ec.  242, 246,  248 ; 
Manle  v.  Mounsey,  1  Robertson,  40,  48;  Bray  r*  Bray,  1  Hag.  Ec.  163,  3  Eng. 
Ec  76. 
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two  wives,  it  was  held,  that  the  record  was  act  evidence  in  a 
civil  cause,  where  the  validity  of  the  second  marriage  was 
controverted.^ 

§  641  [448].  li  is  often  important  to  show,  what  are  called 
the  identity  and .  diversity  of  the  parties  to  an  act  of  sexual 
intercourse  proved ;  namely,  that  one  of.  them  was  the  defend- 
ant, and  .the  other  was  not  the  plaintiff.^  To  aid  this  part  of 
the  proofs,  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  used  sometimes  to  resort 
to  what  is  termed  a  decree  of  confrontation,  applied  for  on 
special  grounds.  On  such  a  decree,  it  was  necessary  that 
the  defendant  should  be  produced  to  a  witness  who  had 
known  her  in  both  characters  of  wife  and  adulteress,  or  to 
two  or  more  witnesses  at  the  same  time  who  would  separately 
identify  her  in  each  character.^ 

§  642  [449].  The  rules  which  govern  the  reception  of  the 
defendant's  confessions  in  evidence,  and  the  weight  to  be 
given  them,  have  already  been  stated.^  Confessions  of  the 
pa/riiceps  criminisy  neither  made  in  the  presence  of  the  defend- 
ant, nor  commtmicated  to  him,  are  inadmissible.^  And  it 
has  also  been  held,  that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  wife's 


1  Gilb.  Et.  34.  See  further,  1  Phillips  £t.  Cow.  &  Hill  Ed.  836  et  seq.  and 
notee ;  Parchild  v,  Adams,  14  Law  Reporter,  278,  281 ;  United  States  o.  Gibert,- 
2  Sumner,  19,  97  ;  Anonymous,  2  Sim.  n.  b.  54,  11  Eng.  L.  &  £q.  281 ;  People 
V.  Bockland,  18  Wend.  592,  596,  and  cases  there  cited. 

s  Saliivan  v,  Sblliyan,  2  Add.  £c.  299,  2  Eng.  Ec.  314;  Williams  v.  Williams, 
1  Hag.  Con.  299.  4  Eng.  Ec.  415,  418;  Dillon  v,  Dillon,  8  Cnrt.  Ec  86,  IQO,  7 
Eng.  Ec.  377  ;  Hamerton  v,  Hameiton,  2  Hag.  Ec.  8, 4  Eng.  Ec.  13. 

8  Searl  o.  Price,  2  Hag.  Con.  187,  4  Eng.  Ec.  524;  Curtis  v,  Curtis,  5  E.  F. 
Moore,  252>  10  Jnr.  165.  The  form  of  a  decree  of  confrontation  may  be  seen  in 
Coote  Ec.  Pract.  336. 

«  Ante,  4  240-251. 

^  Burgess  v.  Burgess,  2  Hag.  Con.  223,  4  Eng.  Ec.  527 ;  Harris  v,  Harris,  2 
Hag.  Ec.  376,  note,  4  Eng.  Ec.  160,  172 ;  Croft  o.  Croft,  8  Hag.  Ec.  310,  5  Eng. 
Ec.  120, 125 ;  Matchin  v.  Matchin,  6  Barr,  332 ;  Lawson  o.  The  State,  20  Ala.  65. 
Where  the  defendant  husband's  intent'  to  commit  adultery  was  fully  established, 
and  nothing  was  wanting  but  the  consent  of  the  female  on  whose  chastity  he  had 
made  attempts,  the  subsequent  conduct  of  that  female  was  held  to  be  eridence  most 
stringent,  of  her  having  yielded  to  his  solicitations.  Soillenz  v,  Soillenx,  1  Hag. 
Con.  373,  4  Eng.  Ec.  434. 
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agent,  who,  by  h«r  direction,  took  her  child  to  be  chriBtened, 
made  to  the  clergyman  at  the  christening,  that  it  was  not  the 
husband's  child,  but  another  person's,  is  not  receivable ;  the 
agent  himself  must  be  called.^  So  the  parliceps  criminis  may, 
if  willing  to  testify,  be  made  a  witness,  whether  the  adultery 
is  an  indictable  ofience  or  not  ^*  He  is  not  thereby  disquali- 
fied ;  and,  although  in  practice  it  is  a  rare  circumstance  to 
find  the  paramour  of  the  wife  brought  forward  as  a  witness, 
it  is  not  uncommon  for  the  female  accomplice  to  be  produced, 
when  the  wife  is  complainant  against  her  husband's  adultery. 
The  evidence  of  a  paramour.  However,  must  be  corrobora- 
ted ;  **  ^  it  is  always  to  be  listened  to  with  caution.^  In  Mas* 
sachusetts,  when  an  alleged  parliceps  criminis  was  produced 
to  prove  the  offence,  the  court  said,  they  would  not  refuse  to 
swear  him ;  but,  if  his  testimony  showed  himself  to  be  the 
paramour,  they  should  recommend  to  the  solicitor-general  to 
lay  the  case  before  the  grand-jury.  If  the  counsel  should 
omit  to  ask  the  witness  with  whom  the  adultery  was  com- 
mitted, the  court  would  put  the  inquiry.*  In  New  York,  the 
court  refused  to  grant  a  divorce  on  the  unsupported  concur- 
rent testimony  of  two  prostitutes.^ 

§  643  [450].    In  those  States  in  which  adultery  is  not  in- 
dictable, the  husband  or  wife  of  the  parliceps  criminis  may  be 

^m^^m^m^^^t^^-^^  m        m       ^^^W^— ^M^^^^^^l^.^.^.^— ^i^^»^^»^^.^^^^^M^— ^■^^^^^^^IM.M^^^— ^1— ^.^^^^— ^^^^^^^— ^i^^^^»^  ^^M^»^^—  M        ■   M  ^i^^^i^^-^  fc  w^^— 

1  Faiusett  v.  Faassett,  13  Jar.  688. 

<  Best  V.  Best,  in  the  Arches  Coart,  1823,  PoynterMar.  &  Dir.  198,  note;  8.  o. 
in  Consist.  Conrt,  1  Add.  £c.  411,  2  fing.  £c.  158,  170;  Simmons  r.  Simmons, 
11  Jnr.  830,  5  Notes  Gas.  324,  1  Robertson,  566;  Emmons  v.  Emmons,  Walk. 
Mich.  639 ;  Van  Oort  v.  Van  Cort,  4  Edw.  Ch.  621 ;  Lewis  v,  Lewis,  9  Ind.  105  ; 
Don  V.  Don,  10  Scotch  Sess.  Cas.  ir.  s.  1046. 

*  Astley  V.  Astlej,  1  Hag.  £c.  714,  3  Eng.  Ec.  303,  304,  306;  Monlton  v. 
Moulton,  13  Maine,  110;  Van  Epps  v.  Van  Epps,  6  Barb.  320;  Wood  v.  Wood, 
8  Paige,  108,  112 ;  The  State  v.  Crowley,  13  Ala.  172 ;  Thompson  v,  Thompson, 
10  Rich.  £q.  416,*  424;  Ciocd  v.  Ciocci,  26  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  604,  1  Spinks,  121. 
"  Lncy  Peacock  [the  person  with  whom  the  adultery  was  alleged  to  hare  been  com. 
mittcd]  herself  mnst  be  considered  as  an  accomplice ;  and  all  the  legal  considera- 
tions applicable  to  such  a  witness  must  apply  to  her."  Simmons  v.  Simmons,  1 
Robertson,  666,  571. 

*  Brown  v.  Brown,  5  Mass.  320.    And  see  ante,  §  94,  note. 

*  Tamey  v.  Tnmey,  4  Edw.  Ch.  566.  See  also  the  Scotch  case  of  Sim  v- 
Miles,  12  Scotch  Sess.  Cas.  633. 
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a  witness  to  establish  the  offence.  But  Vio^-ChanceUor  Mc« 
Coun  who  ruled  this  point,  added,  that,  where  adultery  is 
punishable  as  a  crime,  the  consequence  is  oth^rwise.^  And 
this  latter  proposition  plainly  follows  from  the  established 
doctrine,  that  one  of  the  married  parties  cannot  be  heard  in 
court  accusing  the  other  of  crime.^  Perhaps  the  rule  should 
also  be,  that  an  infamous  breach  of  matrimonial  duty,  and 
social  decorum  and  decency,  must  not  thus  be  revealed  by  a 
wife  or  husband  against  the  offending  one.  On  the  other 
hand,  in  a  late  New  Hampshire  case,  where  there  was  an  in- 
dictment for  adultery,  the  husband  of  the  female  was  the 
principal  witness  to  prove  the  adultery ;  there  was  a  convic- 
tion on  this  evidence,  and  the  court  sustained  the  conviction ; 
but  the  witness  .testified '^  without  objection,"  and  this  point 
was  not  discussed.^ 

§  644  [451].  The  majority  of  the  Connecticut  court  held, 
that  the  respondent  in  a  suit  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of 
adultery  could  not  introduce  proof  of  her  good  character,  to 
rebut  the  presumptive  evidence  of  guilt  which  the  plaintiff 
had  produced.  The  ri'ason  assigned  was,  that  the  divorce 
suit  is  a  civil  one,  and  that  the  right  of  showing  a  good  char- 
acter, where  character  is  not  the  question  directly  in  issue,  is 
confined  to  criminal  prosecutions.^  But  probably  this  doc- 
trine is  not  to  be  elsewhere  followed.  The  principle  which 
best  commends  itself  to  reason  and  modern  authority  is,  that 
the  rules  of  evidence  are  the  same  in  civil  and  criminal  causes, 
when  the  issue^  which  is  the  test,  is  the  same.^  And  else- 
where it  is  held,  for  example,  in  an  action  of  slander,  wherein 
the  defendant  pleads  the  truth  in  justification,  that  the  plain- 
tiff, in  reply  to  the  defendant's  testimony,  may  introduce  evi- 
dence of  his  good  character,  in  analogy  to  the  rule  prevailing 

1  Yaa  Cort  o.  Van  Cort,  4  Edw.  Ch.  621,  624. 
*     *  The  State  o.  Welch,  26  Maine,  SO. 
>  The  State  v.  Manrio,  85  N.  H.  22. 

*  Uamphrey  v.  Hamphrey,  7  Ck>n.  116. 

*  See  1  Greenl.  £v.  §  65 ;  Lord  Chaocellor  Enkine,  in  MelnUe'B  case,  29  How- 
ell St.  Tr.  764;  YoL  L  ^  441 ;  ante,  \  263,  note,  271. 

[6111 


'§  645  PROCEDURB  m  SPECIFIC   CAIJ^ES.  [BOOK  VI. 

in  criminal  proceedings.^  And  the  doctrine,  as' applicable 
alike  to  criminal  and  civil  suits,  has  been  well  expressed  by 
Chancellor  Walworth  to  be,  "  that,  if  a  party  is  charged,  with 
a  crime,  or  any  other  act  involving  moral  turpitude,  which  is 
endeavored  to  be  fastened  upon  him  by  circumstantial  evi- 
dence, or  by  the  testimony  of  witnesses  of  doubtful  credit,  he 
may  introduce  proof  of  his  former  good  character."  '  It  has 
therefore  been  specifically  held  in  Missouri,  that  a  defendant 
in  a  suit  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery  may  introduce 
evidence  of  her  general  good  character ;  ^  while,  on  the  other 
hand,  in  perfect  accord  with  this  doctrine,  it  has  in  New 
Hampshire  been  held,  that  a  husband  proceeding  against  his 
wife  for  a  divorce'  for  her  adultery,  cannot  be  permitted  to 
show  she  has  sustained  the  character  of  a  lewd  and  unchaste 
woman.* 

§  645  [452].  The  practice  of  the  courts  generally,  in  di- 
vorce suits,  has  been  to  receive  evidence  of  character  to  an 
extent  somewhat  beyond  even  the  practice  of  the  common 
law  courts  in  criminal  cases.  Still  we  have  not  decisions 
clearly  defining  how  far  this  exceptional  course  is  permissi- 
ble, and  probably  most  of  our  tribunals  would  discard  alto- 
gether any  such  exception  governing  this  particular  class  of 
cases.  In  Ohio  it  was  laid  down,  in  an  adultery  divorce  suit^ 
.that  the  complainants  general  reputation  for  chastity  is  always 
in  issue,  in  cases  of  this  sort;  but  not  particular  s|pts  not 
pleaded  by  the  defendant,  and  not  the  general  reputation  of 
the  defendant.^  Plainly,  if  the  defendant  has  not  pleaded  re- 
crimination,  he  cannot  rely  on  even  the  ill  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff,  much  less  can  he  on  his  ill  character ;  according  to' 
the  doctrine  generally  prevailing  on  this  subject^    In  the 


^  Harding  v.  Brooks,  5  Pick.  844.  Where  the  evidence  was  offered  before  the 
defendant  had  put  in  his  testimony,  it  was  rejected.  Cornwall  v.  Richardson, 
Byan  &  Moodj,  N.  P.  805.^  ' 

s  Townsend  v,  Orares,  8  Paige,  468,  456 ;  1  Oreenl.  By.  6th  ed.  \  64,  66, 
and  notes. 

s  O'Bryan  v.  O'Brjan,  18  Misso.  16.      «  Washbnm  v.  Waahbnxn,  6  N.  H.  196. 

*  Harper  v.  Harper,  Wright,  288.  *  Ante,  §  834  et  aeq. 
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leading  Eifglish  case  of  Evan»  v.  Evans,  which  was  a  suit 
for  cruelty  promoted  by  th<»  wife,  Lord  Stowell  observed : 
*'  The  libel  states  the  marriage  at  Calcutta,  in  the  East  Indies, 
in  the  year  1778 ;  and  it  proceeds  to  plead  the  character  of 
the  parties ;  that  he  is  a  person  morose,  sullen,  tyrannical, 
and  so  on ;  and  that  she  is  in  every  respect  the  reverse,  a 
woman  of  a  mild  and  tender  disposition.  These  pictures  are 
reversed,  as  is  the  usual  manner,  in  the  responsive  allegation. 
It  is  usual  in  these  sorts  of  causes  to  admit  articles  pleading 
in  this  manner  the  characters  of  the  respective  parties;  it  is 
usual,  I  say,  to  admit  such  articles,  but  I  have  not  understood 
that  it  is  usual  to  examine  upon  them,  or  at  least  to  examine 
upon  them  in  the  proportion  which  has  been  done  in  the 
present  cause.  And  I  think  that  I  feel  the  weight  of  some 
reasons  which  would  induce  me  very  much  to  question  the 
propriety  of  admitting'  such  articles  at  all,  if  they  were  likely, 
in  other  cases,  to  lead  to  the  consequences  they  have  done  in 
this;  for  a  very  great  part, of  this  voluminous  inquiry  has 
turned,  not  upon  the  matter  in  issue  in  the  present  cause,  but 
upon  the  general  character  of  the  two  parties ;  and  I  have 
been  loudly  called  upon  on  both  sides,  to  determine  that, 
which  I  am  not  called  upon  either  by  the  nature  of  the  au- 
thority which  I  possess,  or  by  the  necessity  of  the  present 
case,  to  pronounce,  the  result  of  that  evidence  upon  general 
character."  ^  And  the  later  forms  of  pleading  in  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Courts  appear  not  to  have  contained  this  allegation,  in 
suits  either  for  adultery  or  cruelty.*  But  when  cruelty  is  the 
offence  alleged,^  there  are  peculiar  considerations,  which  seem 
not  to  enter,  at  least  not  to  the  same  degree,  into  the  suit  for 
ether  causes. 

§  646  [453].  Thus  have  we  endeavored  to  present,  in  the 
foregoing  sections,  such  points  relating  to  thi  evidence  as 
seem  adapted  to  assist  practitioners  and  judges  called  to  the 

5 

1  Eyans  v,  Erans,  1  Hag.  Con.  35,  4  Eng.  £c.  810,  318.    And  see  Bjsart  v. 
DjBart,  1  Robertson,  106,  141. 
'  It  is  so,  at  least,  with  the  forms  giyen  in  Coote  Ec.  Fkact  320,  850/ 
*  Post,  §  463. 
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consideration  of  these  questions^  But,  after  all,  Ihe  help  to 
be  obtained  from  precedents  is  comparatively  light  In  prob- 
ably most  of  our  States,  the  question  of  fact  is  for^  jury; 
and,  in  the  other  States,  the  judge  will  and  should  decide  it 
substantially  as  he  believes  a  jury  would  do.^  The  views 
contained  in  this  chapter  will,  however,  assist  juries  the  same 
as  they  will  judges. 

§  647.  There  are  a  few  points,  connected  with  the  evi- 
dence of  adultery  as  set  forth  in  this  chapter,  about  which 
there  may  be  doubt  as  to  their  applicability  in  indictments 
for  adultery;  for  perhaps  a  criminal  tribunal  would  not,  on 
an  indictment  for  this  offence,  consider  itself  holden  to  fol- 
low the  ecclesiastical  decisions  pronounced  in  matrimonial 
causes.  This  suggestion,  however,  is  made  only  in  the  way 
of  caution  to  practitioners ;  for,  in  sound  principle,  there 
should  be  no  difference  in  the  two  classes  of  cases,  and  the 
English  decisions  should  be  received  with  the  same  respect, 
and  permitted  to  have  the  same  authority,  when  they  relate 
to  this  subject  as  when  they  Ml<|to  to  any  other.  And  al-  . 
though  a  nice  scrutiny  might  find  something  to  object  against 
a  single  point  or  two  rhade  in  the  foregoing  sections,  it  is 
believed  that  the  doctrine,  in  the  main,  as  there  laid  down,  is 
as  sound  in  legal  reason  as  it  is  well  sustained  in  authority. 


1  Alexander  v.  Alexander,  S  Swab.  &  T.  95,  101.  The  reader  mty  consult, 
among  other  cases  to  which  he  is  referred  in  this  chapter,  the  following  :  Caton  v. 
Caton,  IS  Jur.  431 ;  Grant  v.  Grant,  2  Cnrt.  Ec.  16,  7  £ng.  Ec.  3 ;  Richardson  v, 
Bichardson,  4  Fort.  467 ;  Hart  v.  Hart,  2  Edw.  Ch.  207,  bat  query  whether  this 
was  decided  right ;  Johnson  o.  Johnson,  4  Paige,  460 ;  Braj  u.  Bray.  2  Halst.  Ch, 
506,  628 ;  Hamerton  v.  Hamerton,  2  Hag.  Ec.  8,  4  Eng.  Ec.  13 ;  Harris  r.  Harris, 
2  Hag.  Ec.  375,  376,  4  Eng,  Ec.  160, 169 ;  Mosser  v,  Mosser,  29  Ala.  313. 
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CHAPTER    XXXVII. 

OBUBLTT.' 

Sect.   648.    Introdootion. 
649-665.    The  Pleading. 
656-664.    The  Eyidence. 

§  648.  What  is  to  be  said  on  the  subject  of  this  chapter 
will  be  divided  as  follows:  I.  The  Pleading;  II.  The  Evi- 
dence. If  there  are  any  matters  of  practice  not  already 
treated  of,  and  important  to  be  mentioned  in  this  connection, 
they  will  be  found  under  the  one  or  the  other  of  these  two 
sub-titles. 

I.    The  Pleading^. 

§  649.  The  libel  in  cruelty  must,  in  the  nature  of  the  of- 
fence, be  in  substance  the  same  with  us  as  it  used  to  be  in 
the  English  Ecclesiastical  Court.  And  tl^e  reason  is,  that, 
as  we  shall  see  further  on,^  the  acts  which  are  testified  to,  as 
endangering  the  personal  safety,  and  the  like,  of  the  party 
complaining,  are  parts. also  of  the  main  charge  which  the  libel 
sets  forth ;  differing  herein  from  adultery,  where  the  acts 
testified  to  are  usually  such  only  as  are  attendant  on  the 
main  one,  from  which  attendant  acts  the  main  one  is  to  be 
inferred;  and  the  ecclesiastical  libel  performed  the  double 
service  of  stating  in  substance  the  evidence,  and  stating  the 
legal  fact  on  which  the  proceeding  was  based.^     There  may, 


^  For  the  law  relating  to  this  groand  of  divorce,  see  Vol.  I.  ^  714  et  seq. 
«  Post,  k  656.  »  Ante,  ^  221,  824. 
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indeed,  be  the  proof  by  circumstantial  evidence,  of  acts  of 
craelty ;  but  this  is  not  the  form  in  which  such  a  case  usually 
presents  itself ;  wherefore,  as  a  general  proposition,  the.  de- 
mands of  the  law  required  no  mor&  to  be  alleged  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Courts  than  they  require  to  be  alleged  in 
ours,  as  concerns  specifically  the  main  charge  of  crueJty,  —  a 
proposition,  however,  which  does  not,  even  in  suits  for  cru- 
elty, apply  to  the  entire  libel. 

§  650.   The  form   of  libel   for  cruelty,  given  in   Coote's 
Ecclesiastical  Practice,  after  setting  forth  that  tfie  defendant 
formed  an  adulterous  connection  with  a  woman  named,  pro- 
ceeds as  follows :  "  Ninth,  That  from  the  time  the  said  H. 
formed   the  guilty  connection  before   pleaded,   to  wit,   the 
month  of  February,  1844,  and  until  his  said  wife  separated 
herself  from  him  as  hereinafter  pleaded,  he  constantly  treated 
her  with  the  greatest  violence  and  contumely ;  that  he  ha- 
bitually called  her  an  old  bitch,  a  bloody  dr  blasted  old  bitch, 
an  old  bawd,  and  the  like  opprobrious  names,  without  the 
slightest  provocation  on  her  part;  that  he  used  to  destToy 
the  furniture  of  the  house,  break  the  windows,  and  do  other 
acts  of  a  nature  to  alarm  or  terrify  his  said  wife ;  and  .the  party 
proponent  doth  expressly  allege  and  propound,  that  in  conse- 
quence of  such  the  ill-treatment  of  the  said  H.,  the  health  of 
the  said  Sophia  became  and  still  continues  to  be  greatly  im- 
paired.  Tenth,  That  on  the  evening  of  the  21st  day  qC Decem- 
ber, 1844,  the  said  H.  without  any  provocation  on  the  part  of 
his  said  wife,  struck  her  as  she  was  sitting  on  a  couch  in  the 
drawing-room  of  their  said  house  at  Lewisham,  so  violent  a 
blow  on  the  eye  with  the  back  of  his  hand,  upon  which  he 
wore  a  ring,  that  her  eye  was  nearly  closed,  and  became  and 
remained  black  for  many  days  afterwards,  and  was  seen  in 
that  state  by  different  persons ;  that  the  said  H.  then  spat  in 
the  face  of  his  said  wife,  and  also  threw  a  tumbler  full  of 
hot  elder  wine  over  her,  and  told  her  that  thenceforward  he 
should  take  his  meals  in  a  separate  room,  which  he  accord- 
ingly did  for  a  long  time   after.     Eleventh,  That  on  the 
evening  of  the  tenth  day  of  September  last,  the  said  H.,  after 
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applying  many  abusive  epithets  to  his  said  wife,  urged  her 
to  allow  him  a  further  sum  of  200/.  per  annum  (she  having, 
at  the  time  and  in  contemplation  of  the  said  marriage,  as 
the  party  proponent  expressly  alleges  and  propounds,  settled 
upon  him  the  yearly  sum  of  100/.),  and  upon  her  refusing  so 
to  do,  rushed  towards  her  in  an  infuriated  state,  and  pressing 
one  of  his  clenched  fists  hard  upon  her  forehead,  and  shaking 
the  other  close  to  her  face^oared  out,  *Damn  you,  you 
bloody  old  bitch,  it  is  fortunate  for  you  that  I  am  not  drunk 
to-day,'  or  to  that  effect ;  and  then  said,  seizing  her  by  the 
arm  and  thigh,  ^  Shall  I  throw  you  out  of  the  window,  you 
bitch  ? '  —  adding,  *  No,  I  will  not  to-day ;  but  the  next  time 
I  come  home  in  such  a  temper,  especially  if  I  have  had  any 
gin,  I  will  not  answer  for  the  consequence;'  that  the  said 
H.  then  left  the  house,  and  did  not  return  that  night ;  that 
the  said  Sophia  also  the  next  morning  left  the  said  house, 
and  has  ever  since  lived  separate  and  apart  from  her  said 
'   husband,  but  that  previous  to  her  so  leaving  the  said  house 

she  showed  to  ,  her  servant,  the  marks  on  her  arm 

produced  and  left  by  the  violence  of  the  said  H."  ^ . 

§  651.  It  is  not  easy  to  lay  down  such  general  rules  as 
will  guide  the  practitioner  in  all  cases  wherein  he  may  desire 
to  allege  cruelty,  concerning  what  the  allegation  shall  con- 
tain. And  the  courts  seem  not,  in  this  country,  to  be  quite 
harmonious  in  their  decisions  upon  the'  subject.  Yet  it  is 
probably  true  everywhere  with  us,  that  to  allege  cruelty  in 
general  terms  and  in  the  mere  words  of  the  statute  is  not 
sufficient;  the  facts  must,  with  greater  or  less  minuteness,  be 
set  out,2  and  the  court,  when  there .  is  a  trial  by  jury,  is  to 
decide  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  facts  alleged,  and  the  jury  is 

1  Coote  Ec.  Fract.  854-356.  The  allegation  of  sbowing  the  mailcs  to  the  serrant 
is  important  in  the  ecclesiastical  practice,  bat  quite  improper  in  oars ;  and  this  is  a 
good  illustration  of  the  distinction  between  the  differing  systems. 

^  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  7  Ire.  484 ;  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  5  Misso.  278 ;  Hill  v.  Hill, 

10  Ala.  527  ;  Wright  v.  Wright,  8  Texas,  168;  Byrne  v.  Byrne,  3  Texas,  336; 

Wilson  r.  Wilson,  2  Dey.  &  Bat.  377 ;  Conn  v.  Conn,  Wright,  563  ;  Nogees  v. 

Nogees,  7  Texas,  538 ;  Hare  v.  Hare,  10  Texas,  355 ;  Brown  v.  Brown,  2  R.  I. 

*  381 ;  Fellows  v.  Fellows,  8  N.  H.  160. 
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to  find,  whether  or  not  the  facts  transpired.^  To  this  general 
American  doctrine,  requiring  the  facts  to  be  specified,  the 
practice  of  the  Vermont  courts  seems  to  furnish*  an  excep- 
tion.* In  Alabama  it  has  been  laid  down,  that  a  bill  for 
divorce  need  not  set  forth  specifically  every  act  of  cruelty 
complained  of;  one  or  two  instances  will  suffice,  and  the 
rest  may  be  given  under  the  general  charge.'  And  where 
the  wife's  allegation  was,  that  ^e  husband,  '*  soon  after  their 
marriage,  commenced  treating  her,  and  did  treat  her,  with 
cruelty  and  inhumanity;  that  on  various  occasions  he  has 
inflicted  blows  upon  her  in  anger,  and  with  much  violence, 
thereby  endangering  her  health  and  life ;  that  he  has  refused 
to  supply  her  with  the  necessaries  and  comforts  of  life,  when 
it  was  in  his  power  to  supply  her  with  them ;  that  he  still 
persists  in  this  course  of  treatment  towards  her ;  and  that  she 
cannot,  with  any  degree  of  comfort  or  safety,  continue  longer 
to  live  with  him,"  this  was  held  by  the  Alabama  court  to  be 
sufficieAtly  definite  and  certain.^  It  was  also  held  in  this 
State,  that,  where  the  bill  is  in  general  terms,  and  it  does  not 
descend  to  particulars,  the  defect  can  be  taken  advantage  of 
only  on  special  demurrer.*  Probably,  however,  a  rule  so 
narrow  as  to  the  method  of  taking  advantage  of  the  objection 
does  not  prevail  in  all  the  other  States.^ 

§  652.  Plainly,  both  on  the  authorities  cited  to  the  last 
section,  and  on  general  principles  of  pleading,  there  may  and 
should  be,  in  these  cases,  besides  the  particular  allegations 
of  specific  facts,  a^  general  allegation  concerning  the  habit 
and  demeanor  of  the  party  complained  against  in  his  matri- 
monial relations  with  the  coniplainant     It  is  of  the  utmost 


^  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  supra;  Wri^t  v.  Wright,  sapra;  Bynie  v.  Byrne, 
supra. 
«  Sanders  v.  Sanders,  25  Yt.  713.  •  Boese  v.  Beese,  23  Ala.  735. 

*  Smedley  v.  Smedloy,  30  Ala.  714.    See  also  Hughes  v,  Hughes,  19  Ala.  307. 

*  Hill  V.  Hill,  10  Ala.  527.  And  see  Lewis  v,  Lewis,  supra ;  Bxeinig  v.  Breinig, 
2  Casey,  161,  and  Butler  v.  Butler,  I  Parsons,  329,  as  to  which,  see  ante,  S  606, 
607 ;  Steele  v.  Steele,  1  Dal.  409. 

*  And  see  Wilson  v.  WUson,  supra. 
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consequence,  in  these  cases,  that  this  matter  should  be 
shown  in  evidence ;  and  surely  it  should  not  be  so  shown, 
without  a  proper  averment  in  the  petition,  libel,  or  biU.^ 

§  653  [463  a].  Concerning  what  may  be  shown  against  a 
party,  dutside  of  the  particular  allegation,  the  question  may 
sometimes  be  one  of  difficulty  ;  but,  on  the  whole,  the  doc- 
trine best  established  in  reasgn  permits  the  broadest  latitude 
to  be  given  to  inquiries  concerning  the  general  conduct  and 
deportment  of  the  parties  to  one  another ;  provided,  of  course, 
there  is  sufficient  allegation  of  specific  fact  to  lay  a  proper 
foundation  for  such  testimony,  and  the  allegation  of  the 
specific  matter  is  also  established  in  evidence.  But  without 
this  foundation,  no  considerate  judge  would  suffer  himself  to 
listen  to  genersd  statements  of  mere  general  deportment  and 
bearing.  In  a  Missouri  case,  a  learned  judge  observed :  ^^It 
is  obvious,  that,  in  cases  of. this  kind,  the  attention  cannot  be 
confined  to  the  particular  act  or  acts  alleged  as  a  ground  for 

9 

a  divorce,  but  the  inquiry  roust  necessarily  involve  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties  to  each  other  for  the  period  during  which 
it  is  alleged  that  the  misconduct  took  place.  It  is  not  like 
the  case  of  a  bill  for  divorce  for  adultery  or  any  other  specific 
act,  on  the  proof  of  which  the  complainant  by  law  becomes 
entitled  to  a  divorce,  but  the  cruelty  in  most  cases  which 
gives  cause  for  a  divorce  must  be  evidenced  rather  by  general 
conduct  than  by  particular  acts.  The  act  or  acts  alleged 
may  be  proved,  but  a  divorce  would  not  follow  as  a  matter 
of  course."  Yet,  to  prevent  misapprehension,  he  adds  further 
on :  "  We  do  not  maintain,  that  a  single  act  of  cruelty  may 
not  be  evidence  of  so  depraved"  a  hearty  and  be  accompanied 
with  such  circumstances,  as  would  authorize  a  divorce ;  but 
we  speak  generally  of  cases  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of 
cruelty."  * 

^  654.   The  pleader  should  be  as  accurate  as  possible,  in 

1  See  post,  ^  657,  658. 

'  8cott,  J.,  in  Doyle  v,  Doyle,  26  Misao.  545,  546,  547.     And  see  post,  §  656- 
668. 
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these  cases,  ia  stating  the  times  and  places  at  which  the  cru- 
elty was  inflicted ;  but,  suppose  the  evidence  departs  herein 
from  the  allegation,  the  variance  would  not,  under  all  circum- 
stances, be  fatal.  On ,  this  point,  the  reader  is  referred  to 
matter  which  will  be  found  under  the  title  Adultery.'  In  a 
case  tried  before  a  jury  in  the  English  Matrimoiiial  Court,  the 
petition  charged  the  cruelty  to  have  been  committed  "  in 
and  during  the  months  of  April  and  May,  1861,"  and  the 
cruelty  proved  was  in  the  months  of  June  and  July  of  the 
same  year.  The  Judge  Ordinary,  there  being  no  discussion 
as  to  whether  the  evidence  would  do  without  an  amend- 
ment, allowed  the  petition  to  be  amended  to  meet  the  evi- 
dence, observing :  "  When  a  cause  is  tried  by  &  jury,  I  have 
the  same  power  of  amendment  as  a  judge  of  a  court  of 
common  law  has  when  sitting  at  nisi  prius.  I  think  that 
such  a  variance  in  time  may  be  amended.^'  ^ 

§  655  [496].  We  have  seen,'  that  matter  of  recrimination 
and  the  like  must  always  be  shown  by  the  party  who  relies 
upon  it  in  bar.  So  of  the  plaintiff's  misconduct  coming  short 
of  what  bars  strictly  in  recrimination,  as  considered  in  the 
first  volume :  ^  the  defendant  must  prove  it,  for  it  will  not  be 
presumed.* 

a 

IL    Uie  Evidence. 

§  656  [496  a].  In  a  certain  aspect^  almost  the  entire  law 
of  cruelty  may  be  considered  as  belonging  to  the  evidence. 
The  reason  is,  that  in  each  case  the  leading  inquiry  concerns 
the  future  danger,  rather  than  the  past  misconduct  Yet  the 
courts  regard  what  has  been  done  as  constituting,  in  a  certain 
sense,  the  foundation  of  the  proceeding  for  divorce ;  whence 
it  is  looked  upon  as  being  of  the  substance  of  the  complaint. 
The  true  way  however  to  regard  the  acts  of  cruelty,  as  they 


1  Ante,  ^  608,  609.  «  Banyard  v.  Banyard,  32  Law  J.  h.  8.  Mat.  176. 

•  Ante,  S  334  ct  8eq.  *  Vol.  I,  §  764-768. 

*  Rumball  v.  Rumball,  Poynter  Mar.  &  Div.  237,  note ;  Lockwood  v.  Lock- 
wood,  2  Cart  £c.  281,  7  Eng.  Ec;  114. 

[520] 


CHAP.  XXXVII.]  CEUBLTY,  §  658 

are  called,  is  to  consider  them  as  occupying  a  double  posi- 
tion,-* the  one,  as  being  the  gravamen  of  the  injury  alleged; 
the  other,  as  furnishing  evidence  of  danger  to  be  apprehended. 
In  both  these  aspects,  they  were  treated  of  in  our  first  vol- 
ume. There  remain  a  few  points,  relating  to  the  evidence 
proper,  as  distinguished  from  the  evidence  thus  explained,  to 
be  examined  in  the  concluding  sections  of  this  chapter. 

§  657  [497].  In  accordance  with  this  view  we  have  seen, 
that  the  law  does  not  so  deem  the  danger  to  be  of  the  es- 
sence of  the  complaint  as  to  preclude  the  necessity  for  the 
complainant  to  set  out,  in  his  pleadings,  the  specific  acts  of 
cruelty.  And  he  must  establish,  in  evidence,  so  much  of  the 
alleged  cruelty  as  constitutes  ground  of  divorce ;  but  he 
need  not  do  more.*  In  New  York,  where  the  statute  (fol- 
lowing the  common-law  rule)  requires  the  several  acts  of 
violence  to  be  specifically  alleged ;  it  is  held,  that  the  ^ts  so 
alleged  present  the  matters  in  issue,  to  which  the  proofs  roust 
be  directed,  but  that,  under  the  general  aUegation  in  the  bill 
as  already  explained,'  the  court  will  look  into  the  general 
conduct  of  the  defendant  toward  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose 
of  understanding  more  fully  the  circumstances  complained 
of,  and  how  the  parties  lived  together.'  And  we  have  al- 
ready seen,  that,  according  to  the  common  doctrine,  weight 
may  be.  given  to  matters  not  pleaded,  though  they  cannot  be 
the  foundation  or  only  ground  for  the  divorce.^  In  a  New 
Jersey  case,  however,  the  Chancellor  observed :  "  The  evi- 
dence should  have  been  confined  to  the  specific  charges  in 
the  bill,  whereas  it  has  in  reality  been  little  short  of  a  history 
of  all  the  family  quarrels  for  the  last  twenty  years,  a  recital 
at  all  times  disgusting  and  painful,  and  never  to  be  resorted 
to  but  from  the  strongest  necessity."  * 

§  658  [497  a].   In  an  Alabama  case  the  court  considered 

1  Lockwood  V.  Lockwood,  S  Cnit.  £c.  281,  7  Eng.  Ec.  114  ;  ante,  ^612. 

*  Ante,  ^  652,  653.  '  Whispell  v.  Whispell,  4  Baib.  217. 
«  Vol.  I.  ^  727 ;  ante,  §  658.  . 

*  Graeoen  v.  Graeoen,  1  Green  Ch.  459,  460.  Contra  Rees  v.  Rees,  28  Ala.  785. 
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• 

the  point  last  stated,  and  arrived  at  what  seems  to  be  a  just 
conclusion,  as  follows ;  that  specific  acts  of  cruelty,  not  al- 
leged by  the  complainant,  cannot  be  made  the  foundation  of 
the  decree  of  divorce ;  yet  that  the  court  may  consider  such 
acts,  as  explanatory  of  the  acts  alleged,  and  as  giving  weight 
to  them ;  while,  also,  the  alleged  acts  must  be  proved  in  sub- 
stance as  stated  in  the  pleadings,  but  they  need  not  be  ex- 
actly in  respect  of  all  their  non-essential  circumstances.  Said 
Goldthwaite,  J. :  '^  The  strictest  application  of  the  rule  does 
hot  require,  that  more  than  the  substance  of  the  issue  should 
be  proved ;  and,  if  the  specification  was  that  the  defendant 
beat  the  complainant  severely  with  a  stick,  while  the  evi- 
dence showed  that  it  was  done  with  a  whip,  the  variance 
would  be  altogether  immaterial.  So  if  the  charge  was,  that 
the  violence  was  inflicted  in  different  modes,  only  one  of 
which  was  established,  it  would  be  enough;  for  the  sub- 
stance of  the  charge  is,  that  the  particular  violence  offered 
amounted  to  cruelty,  and  the  charge  is  supported  by  show- 
ing any  violence  of  a  like  kind*,  which  could  be  regarded  as 
cruel  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute."  ^  That  the  general 
demeanor  of  the  parties  to  one  another,  in  distinction  from, 
specific  acts  of  cruelty,  is  always  in  evidence  in  these  cases, 
we  have  already  seen.^ 

§  659  [498].  If  marks  of  violence  are  found  upon  the  wife, 
it  does  not  follow,  that  they  were  caused  by  the  husband.^ 
But  if  she  makes  complaint  of  the  injury,  recenti  factOj  sudh 
complaint,  with  the  marks,  may  be  shown;  because,  ^om 
the  nature  of  these  transactions,  unless  this  kind  of  evidence 
were  received,  the  husband  might  inflict  ill-usage  upoti  his 
wife  when  the  parties  were  alone,  and  she  be  left  without 
the  possibility  of  jedress.  And  if  a  wife  complains,  recenti 
facto-t  to  her  maid;  and  afterward,  but  not  recenti  facto^  to 
her  physician ;  Qtill  the  latter  complaint,  though  not  direct 

1  David  V.  Dayid,  27  Ala.  222,  224.    See  also,  as  to  a  point  of  piactice,  Breinig 
V.  Breinig,  2  Casey,  161. 
.    «  Vol.  I.  S  727 ;  ante,  S  660,  651,  657. 
*  Djsart  V.  Dysart,  1  Robertson,  106, 118. 
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evidence  of  ill-usagefthas  been  held  to  be  admissible  as 
strengthening  the  statement,  and  confirming  the  credit,  of 
the  maid.^ 

§  660.  In  an  Upper  Canada  case,  which  was  a  suit  for 
alimony,  bat  governed  by  the  same  principles  as  a  suit  for  di- 
vorce, it  appeared,  that  a  few  days  after  the  departure  of  the 
plaintiff  wife  from  her  husband's  house,  she  was  found  to 
have  upon  her  person  severe  bruises  and  injuries,  which,  in 

.  the  opinion  of  medical  men,  must  have  been  caused  by  ex- 
ternal physical  violence,  and  not  by  a  fall  or  other  accident. 
And  the  husband  having  been  shown  to  have  used  violence 
toward  her  on  other  occasions,  and  in  other  ways  to  have  so 
conducted  himself  as  to  raise  a  strong  presumption  that  the 
bruises  and  injuries  were  inflicted  by  him,  the  court  made 
the  decree  for  alimony  upon  this  evidence.  Said  Spragge, 
V.  C. :  "I  do  not  find  from  the  evidence,  that  she  stat«d  how 
or  from  whom  she  received  them.  To  Bryan  Fenwick  she 
did  not  state  that  she  had  been  injured  or  ill  treated  by  her 
husband  at  all,  but  assigned  other  reasons  for  leaving  her 
husband's  house.  .  • .  Upon  this  I  observe,  that  the  wife  giving 
these  reasons  to  Fenwick,  is  not  to  my  mind  proof  that  she 
had  not  received  personal  injuries  from  her  husband."  Again  : 

•  "  She  left  her  husband's  house  a  short  time  before  she  was 
seen  with  these  injuries  upon  her  person.  She  is  seen  with 
injuries  upon  her,  inflicted  by  some  person,  not  the  result  of 
accident.     She  left  her  husband's  house  suddenly,  a  short 

>  Lockwood  V,  Lockwood,  2  Cort.  Ec.  281,  7'Eng.  Ec.  114,  121 ;  Dysart  v. 
Dysart,  1  Robertson,  106,  114,470,  497.  See  Waring  v.  Waring,  2  Phillim.  132, 
1  Eng.  Ec.  210,  21$.  So  in  asoit  against  the  wife  for  desertion  :  her  declarations, 
made  on  the  night  of  flying  from  her  husband's  house,  have  been  held  admissible 
evidence  in  her  faror.  Cattison  v,  Cattison,  10  Harris,  Fa.  275.  On  the  ordinary 
principles  of  evidence.  Professor  Greenleaf  observes  :  "  Wherever  the  bodily  or  men- 
tal feelinga  of  an  individual  are  material  to  be  proved,  the  usual  expressions  of  such 
feelings,  made  at  the  time  in  question,  are  original  evidence."  1  Greenl.  £v.  §  102. 
And  see  further,  on  questions  o{  this  nature.  Beg.  v.  Walker,  2  Moody  &  R.  212; 
Rex.  V.  Jagger,  1  East  P.  C.  455 ;  Reg.  v,  Osborne,  Car.  &  M.  622 ;  Phillips  r. 
The  State,  9  Humph.  246 ;  Commonwealth  v.  McPike,  3  Cnsh,  181 ;  Kennard  v. 
Burton,  25  Maine,  39.  Of  course,  in  cases  of.  divorce,  the  party's  testimony,  as 
such,  is  not  admissible.    Manchester  r.  Manchester,  24  Yt.  649. 
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time,  one  or  two  days,  before ;  her  bmband  had  previonsly 
struck  her.  I  think  the  presumption  is  so  strong  that  he, 
and  not  another  person,  inflicted  these  injuries,  that  I  do  not 
hesitate  to  fix  the  act  upon  him."  * 

§  661.  There  are,  in  the  books,  some  nice  discussions  as  to 
when  the  declarations  of  the  wife  may,  in  this  class  of  cases, 
be  admitted  against  the  husband  ;  but  a  simple  reference  to 
the  cases  is  nearly  all  which  if  is  deemed  best  to  give  of  the 
matter  here.^  In  a  Pennsylvania  case  it  was  held,  that,  in 
an  action  by  a  husband  for  enticing  away  his  wife,  her  dec- 
larations made  just  before  and  at  the  time  of  leaving  her 
husband,  indicating  ill  treatment  by  him  of  her,  were  admis- 
sible in  evidence  for  the  defendant.^ 


1  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  8  Grant,  U.  C.  Ch.  499,  502>  504. 

'  Johnson  t7sSherwm,  3  Graj,  374;  Cattison  v.  Cattison,  10  Harris.  Pa.  275; 
Jacobs  V.  Whitcomb,  10  Cosh.  255;  Palmer  v.  Crook,  7  Graj,  418;  Phillips  v. 
Kelly,  29  Ala.  628. 

*  Gilchrist  i;.  Bale,  8  Watts,  355.  In  this  case,  the  eyidence  ofifered  is  stated  by 
Rogers,  J.,  as  follows :  "  To  disprore  the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  that  the 
wife  deserted  her  husband  by  the  advice  and  at  the  procarement  and  solicitation  of 
the  defendants,  they  offered  to  proro  by  her  attending  physician,  that,  about  ten  days 
before  Mrs.  Bale  leffc  her  husband,  she  complained  that  he  had  treated  her  badly ; 
that  she  showed  marks  on  her  arms,  which  she  said  she  had  received  from  his  beating 
her;  and  asked  him  what  she  should  do.  That  he  advised  her  to  go  tp  her  father's 
and  leave  her  husband."  Upon  the  matter  of  law,  it  was  observed  by  this  learned 
judge :  "  It  is  a  general  mie,  that  the  declarations  of  a  husband  or  a  wife  cannot  be 
received  in  evidence  against  each  other,  either  civilly  or  criminally.  But  this  rule 
cannot  be  extended  to  all  possible  cases ;  for,  where  no  confidence  has  been  vio- 
lated, the  law  has  admitted  of  some  exceptions.  Thus  in  Aveson  v.  Einpaird, 
6  East,  1 88,  in  an  action  by  the  husband  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  liie  of 
his  wife,  declarations  by  the  wife,  made  by  her  when  lying  in  bed,  apparently  ill, 
stating  the  bad  state  of  her  health,  &c.  and  her  apprehensions  that  she  could  not  live 
ten  days  longer,  by  which  time  the  policy  was  to  be  returned,  are  admissible  in  evi* 
dence  to  show  her  own  opinion  of  the  ill  state  of  her  health  at  the  time  of  effecting 
the  policy.  In  the  argument,  it  was  stated  by  counsel,  that  the  declarations  by  the 
wife  upon  her  elopement  from  her  husband,  accusing  him  of  misconduct,  could  not 
be  given  in  evidence  against  him  in  an  action  against  the  adulterer.  To  this  Lord 
Ellenborough  replied :  '  It  is  not  so  clear  th'at  her  d^larations,  made  at  the  time, 
would  not  be  evidence  under  any  circumstances.  If  she  declared  at  the  time  that 
she  fled  from  immediate  terror  of  personal  violence  from  her  husband,  I  should  ad- 
mit the  evidence,  though  not  if  it  were  a  collateral  declaration  of  some  matter  which 
happened  at  another  time.'  For  the  same  case,  in  illustration,  his  lordship  referred 
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§  662  [499].  The  question  of  admitting  a  record  of  con- 
viction for  an  assault  and  battery,  obtained  in  a  criminal 
prosecution,  has  been  already  considered.^  A  late  Pennsyl- 
vania case  holds,  that  the  respondent  husband,  sued  by  his 
wife  for  cruelty,  cannot  show,  in  his  defence,  aa  unsuccess- 
ful attempt  by  her  to  have  him  bound  over  to  keep  the  peace. 
Said  Black,  J. :  "  She  was  not  a  party  to  it  [the  proceeding] 
in  any  sense  that  would  make  it  binding  on  her.  Nor  does 
it  appear  to  have  any  relatioQ  to  the  subject-matter  of  the 
present  dispute."  * 

§663  [500].  The 'English  doctrine,  resting  well  on  prin- 
ciples applicable  to  this  peculiar  offence,  permits  the  de- 
meanor of  the  parties  at  times  subsequent  to  the  bringing  of 
the  suit,  to  be  taken  into  the  account  in  determining,  whether 
a  renewal  of  the  cohabitation  would  be  safe.^  And  the  same 
doctrine  has  been  maintained  in  Georgia.**  Yet  the  Louisi* 
ana  court  held  otherwise,  observing :  "  It  has  been  urged, 
that,  since  the  inception  of  this  suit,  the  aggravated  ill-treat* 
ment  of  the  husband  towards  his  wife  ought  to  be  taken  into 
consideration  by  us  in  deciding  on  the  case.  We  do  not 
feel  authorized  to  do  so.  The  only  question  we  have  to  ex- 
amine is,  whether  the  facts,  alleged  as  having  occurred  before 


to  Thompson  v.  Trevanion,  Skinner,  402,  where,  in  an  action  by  the  husband 
and  wife  for  wounding  the  wife,  Lord  C.  J.  Holt  allowed  what  the  wile  said  im- 
mediately upon  the  injury  received,  and  before  she  had  time  to  devise  any  thing  for 
her  own  advantage,  to  be  given  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestoR.  The  motives 
which  induced  Mrs.  Bale  to  desert  her  husband  are  the  matters  in  controversy ; 
and  his  conduct,  about  that  time,  has  a  material  bearing  on  the  issue.  The  defen- 
dants allege  that  she  left  him,  not  for  the  cause  assigned  in  the  declaration,  but  be- 
cause of  his  wicked  and  brutal  conduct.  This,  in  most  cases,  cannot  be  shown, 
except  by  her  declarations  made  at  the  time  to  her  relations  and  friends.  Few  per- 
sons are  so  lost  to  every  sense  of  propriety  as  to  act  thus  in  public.  The  treatment 
of  which  she  has  most  reason  to  complain,  is  usually  acted  in  secret,  and  can  only 
be  known  fromlier  complaints,  or,  as  here,  from  marks  of  violence  on  her  person," 
p.  356,  357, 358. 

1  Ante,  S  639,  note.  -  *   *  Breinig  v.  Breinig,  2  Casey,  161. 

>  Westmeath  v,  Westmeath,  2  Hag.  Ec.  Snpp.  1,  4  Eng.  Ec.  238,  298 ;  Vol.  I. 
§  718. 

*  Johns  V.  Johns,  29  Ga.  718. 
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the  suit  was  brought,  are  sufficient  to  justify  a  separation."  ^ 
Plainly  the  facts  alleged,  and  existing  at  the  time  of  .suit 
brought,  must  be  the  ground  of  the  proceeding ;  ^  yet  it  is 
not  easy  to  see,  why  they  may  not  receive  color  as  well  from 
what  has  happened  since,  as  from  what  took  place  before.^ 

§  664  [501].  The  admissions  of  the  defendant,  in  cases  of 
cruelty,  "  whether  in  words,  or  by  the  absence  of  the  denial 
of  charges  which  every  innocent  man  would,  if  he  could, 
deny  with  indignation,  are,"  observed  Dr.  Lushington,  "im- 
portant evidence  ;  for  they  are  the  best  and-  most  creditable 
testimony  the  res  gestw,  under  the  circumstances,  can  admit 
of."  *  Still  a  divorce  for  cruelty  is  never  granted,  more  than 
for  adultery,  on  the  unaided  confessions  of  the  party .^  The 
rules  and  principles  applicable  to  this  matter  have  been  al- 
ready discussed.^  "  Affectionate  letters,  from  a  wife  "  to  her 
husband,  "  are  not  necessarily  inconsistent  with  cruelty  on 
the  part  of  the  husband ;  though  they  may  be  so,  they  are 
not  necessarily  so."  ^ 


1  T«anitf  V.  Tmiru4,  9  La.  45S,  457/Ballanl,  J. 

*  See  Ferrier  ».  Ferrier,  4  Edw.  Ch.  296. 

*  V»l.  L  S  727 ;  ante,  f  657. 

*  Saanden  v.  Saanden,  1  RobertBon,  549,  558. 

»  Ayl.  Parer.  229.  •  Ante,  ^  «4#-25#. 

7  Sataden  v.  Saanden,  supra,  p.  565.    And  see  Johns  v  Johns,  29  Qa.  718. 
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Sect.  665.  Introduotion. 

66»-6«a  The  Plaintiff '8  Allegation. 

670-681.  The  Evidence. 

682, 68S.  Locality  in  which  the  Suit  is  to  be  maintained. 

§  6lS5.  Thb  matters  to  be  examined  in  this  chapter  will  be 
divided  as  follows  :  L  The  Plaintiff's  Allegation;  M;  The 
Evidence;  ■•  The  Locality  in  which  the  Sait  is  to  be 
maintained. 


I.     The  PlairUiSTs  AUegcUion. 

§  666.  The  f^rm  smi4  substance  of  the  allegation  of  deser- 
tion have  not  been  much  discussed  in  the  cases.  It  was 
observed,  however,  in  Texas  :  "Where  desertion  without  suf- 
ficient cause  and  against  the  consent  of  the  other  party  is 
ground  for  divorce,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  state  that  the  libellee 
unnecessarily  and  without  sufficient  cause  abandoned  the  li- 
bellant ;  but  the  circumstances  attending  the  desertion  must 
be  particularly  stated,  that  the  court  may  judge  of  the  legal 
sufficiency  of  the  complaint."  And  it  was  added  :  "  The 
plaintiff  should  state  such  facts  as  will  show,  that  the  aban- 
donment was  really  voluntary  or  without  sufficient  cause  on 
the  part  of  the  [defendant]  wife,  and  was  the  offensive  deser- 
tion contemplated  by  the  statute."  ^    The  words  of  the  statute 


1  For  the  law  relating  to  this  ground  of  dirorce,  see  YoL  I.  §  771  et  seq. 
*  Hare  v.  Hare,  10  Texas,  355,  359,  opinion  by  Hemphill,  C.J. 
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are  not  given  in  this  case  ;  but,  in  our  States  generally,  it  is 
believed  not  to  be  necessary  for  the  libel  for  divorce  on  the 
ground  of  desertion  to  do  more  than,  in  substance,  follow  the 
words  of  the  statute  in  the  description  of  the  SfFence.  Upon 
general  principles,  it  would  not  be  necessary,  neither  would 
it  be  proper,  to  set  out  in  the  libel  those  particular  circum- 
stances and  facts  attending  the  desertion,  wherefrom,  as  mat- 
ters of  evidence,  the  intent  to  desert,  and  the  like,  are  to  be 
inferred. 

§  667.  The  statute  of  Missouri  provided  for  a  divorce 
"when  either  party  has  absented  himself  or  herself,  with- 
out a  reasonable  cause,  for  the  space  of  two^ycars."  And  a 
libel  under  this  statute  alleged,  that  the  defendant  wife,  on 
a  day  named,  left  the  plaintiff  husband  without  any  cause 
whatever  on  his  part,  and  that  she  has  "  been  absent  from 
him  for  more  than  two  years."  Here,  the  reader  perceives, 
the  language  of  the  statute  was  not  followed,  even  in  sub- 
stance. "  It  is  true,"  said  Gamble,  J.,  "  that  it  is  alleged  that 
the  wife  left  the  plaintiff  on  the  20th  October,  1850,  without 
any  cause  whatever,  but  the  continued  absence  for  two  years 
is  not  connected  with  this  departure,  nor  is  it  alleged  that  the 
continuance  of  the  absence  was  without  a  reasonable  cause." 
Wherefore  the  allegation  was  held  not  to  be  a  sufficient 
foundation  whereon  to  rest  a  decree  for  divorce.^  In  like 
manner,  in  Tennessee,  where  the  statute  authorized  the  di- 
vorce for  "  wilful  and  malicious  desertion  .or  absence  by  the 
husband  or  wife,  without  reasonable  cause,  for  the  space  of 
two  years,"  .the  court  held,  that  the  libel  must  cover,  in  its 
averment  of  the  desertion,  the  idea  conveyed  by  the  words 
"  wilful  and  malicious."  *  Likewise  in  New  Hampshire,  the 
statute  of  which  State  provided  for  a  divorce  **  where  the 
husband  shall  willingly  absent  himself  from  the  wife  for  'the 
space  of  three  years  together^^  &c. ;  and  the  allegation  was, 
that  he  "willingly  absented  himself  from  her  morethan  three 


1  Freeland  v.  Freeland,  19  Misso.  354. 
^  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  2  Swan,  Tenn.  591. 
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years  ago,"  &c.,  —  this  was  held  not  to  be  sufficient,  as  not 
coming  within  the  terms  of  the  statute.  Said  the  court : 
'^  The  defect  in  this  libel  is,  that,  although  it  is  alleged  that 
the  husband  absented  himself  from  the  wife  more  than  three 
years  ago,  it  is  not  averred,  that  he  has  absented  himself 
for  the  space  of  three  years  together.  All  that  is  alleged  in 
this  libel  may  be  true,  and  yet  the  husband  may  have  never 
absented  himself  from  the  libellant  for  the  space  of  a  week 
since  his  intermarriage  with  her."  * 

\  668.  In  Alabama  it  was  held  to  be,  in  the  language  of 
Chilton,  J.,  ^^  sufficient  for  the  bill  to  aver  the  marriage,  that 
the  complainant»has  resided  in  this  State  three  years  next  be- 
fore its  exhibition,  and  that  the  husband  has  left  her  for  the 
space  of  three  years  without  the  intention  of  returning." 
There  is  no  need,  that  the  readiness  of  the  complainant  at 
all  times,  during  the  three  years,  to  receive  and  live  with  her 
husband,  should  be  averred.^ 

§  669.  We  saw,  in  the  first  volume,^  that  the  legal  offence 
of  desertion,  though  described  in  different  language  in  the 
*  statutes  of  the  various  States,  is,  in  legal  contemplation,  sub- 
stantially the  same  in  all.  But  it  does  not  thence  follow, 
that  what  would  be  a  good  libel  for  divorce  for  the  desertion  in 
one  State,  would  be  equally  a  good  one  in  every  other  State. 
Those  gentlemen  of  the  profession  who  are  familiar  with 
pleadings  drawn  upon  statutes  will  need  no  illustration  of 
this  proposition  ;  and  it  is  not,  for  any  purpose,  deemed  best 
to  extend  the  discussion  further  here.  Let  it,  however,  be 
observed,  that,  for  reasons  which  will  occur  to  every  practi- 
tioner, there  is  a  wide  difference  between  adultery  and  cruelty, 
on  the  one  hand,  and  desertion,  on  the  other  hand,  in  respect 
to  the  matter  now  under  consideration. 


1  Hancock  v,  Hancock,  5  N.  H.  239,  S40. 

*  Gray  v.  Gray,  15  Ala.  779,  782.  •  Vol.  I.  S  773. 

VOL.  IL  45  [  529  ] 


§  671  PBOGBDURB  IN  BFJBOXFIC  OAUSBS.  [BOOK  VI. 


IL    The  Evidence. 

• 
§  670.  The  law  and  evidence  relating  to  desertion  are  so 
closely  connected  together,  that  it  is  not  easy  to  separate  the 
one  from  the  other.  Some  of  the  points  stated  in  oar  first 
volume  may  therefore  be  deemed  points  of  evidence ;  while, 
in  another  aspect,  various  points  to  be  stated  in  this  volume, 
under  the  present  sub-title,  are  points  of  law. 

§  671.  The  two  prominent,  and  perhaps  the  ooly  essential, 
things  to  be  proved  in  these  cases  are,  first,  the  cessation  of 
cohabitation ;  and,  secondly,  the  intent,  in  the  mind  of  the 
defendant,  to  desert  the  other  party.*  There  are  cases  which 
favor  the  idea,  but  probably  none  which  distinctly  lay  it 
down  as  legal  doctrine,  that  the  plaintiff  must  show  affirma- 
tively an  absence  of  consent  on  his  part  to  the  separation.' 
But  upon  principle,  there  is  no  need  to  prove  this  negative 
in  order  to  make  out  the  case ;  because,  if  there  was  a  con- 
sent, this  is  matter  of  defence  to  be  brought  forward  on  the 
other  side.  Therefore  we  may  not  impute  such  a  doctrine* 
to  Sir  C.  Cresswell,  though,  in  giving  construction  to  the 
English  statute,  the  words  of  which  are  ^  desertion  without 
cause,"  he  made  use  of  the  following  language :  ^'  There  is 
a  difficulty  in  defining  '  desertion ; '  and  cases  may  arise  in 
which  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  say  whether  the  facts 
proved  would  fall  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  With- 
out attempting  to  lay  down  a  precise  definition  of '  desertion,' 
I  think  it  undoubtedly  must  mean,  a  wilful  absenting  him- 
self by  the  husband ;  and  that  such  absence  and  cessation  of 
cohabitation  must  be  in  spite  of  the  wish  of  the  wife ;  she 
must  not  be  a  consenting,  party."  ^  And  the  same  may  per- 
haps be  said  of  the  Chancellor  of  New  Jersey,  who  observed  : 


1  See  Vol.  I.  §  777. 

*  Thompson  v.  ThompBon,  1  Swab.  &  T.  231 ;  Smith  ».  Smith,  1  Swab.  &  T. 
S59 ;  JenningB  v.  Jennings,  8  Beaslej,  88. 
>  Thompson  v,  Thompson,  snpra,  p.  838. 
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'*To  establish  a  case  of  desertion,  it  should  appear  that  the 
wife  left  her  husband  of  her  own  accord,  without  his  consent 
and  against  his  will ;  or,  that  she  obstinately  refused  to  return, 
without  just  cause,  on  the  request  of  her  husband."  ^  Yet  it 
is  plain,  that,  in  many  cases,  if  it  lies  in  the  party's  power  to 
prove  this  negative,  such  proof  will  be  of  essential  service 
in  establishing  the  fact  truly  in  issue. 

§  672.  From  the  like  principle  of  law  with  tlie  one  dis* 
cussed  in  the  last  section  it  follows,  that,  where  a  separation 
and  intent  to  desert  are  once  shown  to  exist  in  concurrence, 
both  the  separation  and  the  intent  will  be  presumed  to  con- 
tinue, until  the  contrary  appears.^  Thus  it  was  observed  by 
Dewey,  J.,  in  a  Massachusetts  case :  '<  The  fact  of  her  leaving 
him,  declaring  her  intention  no  longer  to  live  with  him,  being 
shown,  her  absence  must  be  taken  to  be  wilful,  and  being 
unexplained  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  unjustifiable; 
and,  if  no  subsequent  facts  had  been  shown  to  qualify  or 
excuse  the  continuance  of  the  desertion,  she  would  after 
five  years  have  forfeited  her  marital  rights,  and  subjected 
herself  to  a  libel  for  divorce  from  the  bonds  of  matrimony 
*on  the  part  of  the  husband."  ^ 

§  673.  There  is  no  one  royal  road  over  which  the  proof 
must  travel  in  these  cases.  It  is  often  important  to  show 
the  circumstances  attending  upon  the  original  desertion;^ 
often  the  language  which  the  parties  made  use  of  at  the 
time  of  leaving  one  another,  or  so  near  the  time  as  to  be  a 
part  of  the  transaction,  is  important,  while  it  is  always  ad- 
missible;'^ the  confessions  or  declarations  of  the  opposing 
party,  made  subsequently  to  the  separation,  are  in  many 


1  Jennings  v.  Jennings,  sapra. 

^  1  Greenl.  Et.  §  41,  48;  Gray  o.  Gray,  15  Ala.  779.  Bat  see  CxoBsman  «. 
Grossman,  S3  Ala.  486.  ^ 

*  Hall  V.  Hall,  4  Allen,  89,  40. 

«  Kimball  v.  Kimball,  18  N.  H.  8S8 ;  McCoy  v.  McCoy,  8  Ind.  555. 

«  Falton  'v.  Fulton,  86  Missis.  517,  5S7.  And  see  Bennett  v.  Smith,  SI  Barb. 
439. 
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cases  desirable  to  be  shown.^  The  main  matter  being  the  intent 
to  desert,  whatever  points  to  the  intent  is  relevant.  Proof  of 
the  cessation  of  the  cohabitation  is  indeed  necessary,  bat  it 
alone  does  not  constitute  desertion,  and  proof  of  it  alone  is 
not  sufficient.*  It  was  observed  in  a  California  case :  "  De- 
sertion consists  in  the  cessation  of  matrimonial  cohabitation, 
and  the  intent  to  desert."  And  it  was  added :  "  The  former 
is  [in  this  particular  case]  proved  by  positive  testimony,  and 
the  latter  appears  inferentially  from  the  fact  of  the  abandon- 
ment without  apparent  cause.  The  plaintiff  is  not  required 
to  show  negatively  that  no  cause  existed ;  for,  none  appear- 
ing, the  law  will  not  presume  one.  The  presumption  is,  that 
there  was  none,  and  that  the  defeiidant  intended  the  conse- 
quences resulting  from  his  acts."  ' 

§  674  [520].  Though,  as  we  have  seen,*  the  separation 
and  desertion  may  not  be  identical  in  the  time  of  their  com- 
mencement, yet  generally  they  are.  The  courts  have  not,  as 
yet,  laid  down  any  particular  rules  of  evidence  for  determin- 
ing, whether  a  separation  does  or  not,  as  matter  of  proof, 
amount  to  a  desertion ;  perhaps  the  question  does  not  admit 
of  such  rules,  but  each  case  must  rest  on  its  own  circum- 
stances. Still  the  intent  to  desert  is  a  fact  of  which  the 
court  must,  in  some  way,  be  affirmatively  satisfied.**  U  is 
important  to  disclose  the  particulars  which  preceded  and  ac- 
companied the  separation.®  So  the  single  fact  of  a  protracted 
absence  may  assist  the  presumption  concerning  the  original 
intent.^  "  The  husband's  desertion,"  says  Shaw,  C.  J.,  "  may 
be  proved  by  a  great  variety  of  circumstances,  leading  with 
more  or  less  probability  to  that  conclusion  ;  as,  for  instance. 


1  Word  V.  Word,  29  Ga.  S81 ;  McCoy  v.  McCoy,  supra. 

*  Cook  V,  Cook,  2  Beasley,  263. 

*  MorriBon  v,  Morrison,  20  Cal.  431,  432,  opinion  by  Cope,  J. 

*  Vol.  I.  ^  784. 

»  Friend  v.  Friend,  Wright,  689 ;  Brainard  f.  Bniinard,  Wright,  354  ;  Vol.  I. 
§777. 

*  Kimball  v.  Kimball,  13  N.  H.  222 ;  Bishop  v.  Bishop,  6  Casey,  412,  415. 
7  Ahrenfeldt  v,  Ahrenfddt,  I  Hoffman,  47 ;  Vol.  L  §  783. 
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leaving  his  wife  with  a  declared  intention  never  to  return ; 
marrying  another  woman,  or  otherwise  living  in  adultery, 
abroad ;  absence  for  a  long  tfme,  not  being  necessarily  de- 
tained by  his  occupation  or  business,  or  otherwise ;  making 
no  provision  for  his  wife,  or  wife  and  family,  being  of  ability 
to  do  so;  providing  no  dwelling  or  home  for  her,  or  pro- 
hibiting her  from  following  him ;  and  many  other  circum- 
stances." * 

§  675  [518].  In  Ohio,  on  a  petition  by  the  wife  for  a 
divorce  from  her  husband,  the  proof  was,  that,  eight  years 
before,  "  aH  her  property,"  in  the  words  of  the  report,  "  was 
taken  in  execution  and  sold,  to  pay  his  whiskey  debts."  She 
removed  to  Cincinnati,  and  he  lived  with  her,  most  of  the 
time  drunk,  for  several  years,  and  doing  no  good ;  when  she 
refused  to  support  him  any  longer;  and  he  left  her  house 
about  five  years  ago.  Her  character  is,  in  general,  good; 
but  she  has  expressed  a  desire  to  be  rid  of  her  husband,  in 
prder  that  she  might  marry  some  one  else."  The  court  said :: 
<^  The  wife  has  driven  off  her  husband,  and  now  seeks  a 
divorce  because  of  his  tvil/u{  absence.  She  was  doubtless 
right  in  refusing  to  live  with  or  support  a  husband  always 
drunk,  but  that  does  not  make  the  case  wilful  absence  on  his 
part."  •  The  petition  was  therefore  dismissed.^  The  facts  of 
this  case  are  not  presented  with  sufficient  fulness  to  enable 
us  to  draw  from  it  any  specific  rule  of  law.  As  a  general, 
doctrine,  the  husband  and  wife  should  no  doubt  mutually 
labor  for  the  promotion  of  their  common  interests ;  and,  if 
she  has  capacity  and  health  to  earn  a  livelihood  for  herself 
and  husband,  while  he  has  neither,  she  should  earn  it^    But 


1  Gregory  v.  Fierce,  4  Met.  478. 

*  Healer  v.  Hesler,  Wright,  210.  In  an  Alabama  case,  a  hasband,  haying  left 
hia  wife  withoat  jast  caose,  proposed  to  her  through  a  third  person  to  be  recon- 
ciled ;  wliich  she  declined,  saying,  she  "  had  made  ap  her  mind  not  to  live  with 
htm  any  longer."  When  she  afterward  sued  for  a  diroroe  the  court  refiued  it,  on 
the  ground  that  her  declaration  shojred  her  consent  to  the  separation.  Crow  v. 
Crow,  23  Ala.  588. 
Vol.  I.  §  818. 
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the  wife's  daty  can  hardly  be,  ander  any  circamstances,  to 
support  a  merely  drunken  husband,  who  will  not  work,  much 
less  to  supply  him  with  intoxtcating  drinks;  and,  if  she  re- 
fuses to  do  this,  and  for  the  refusal  he  leaves  her,  it  would 
appear  to  be  as  much  a  desertion  as  if  he  left  her  because 
she  was  not  sufficiently  young  or  handsome.  Neither 
should  her  right  be  barred  because  of  her  wish  to  avail  her- 
self of  it,^  and  be  rid  of  such  a  husband,  and  promote  her 
happiness  by  marrying  a  better. 

§  676  [519].  In  another  case,  decided  by  the  same  court, 
the  parties  were  married  in  Germany,  whence  they  removed 
to  Ohio.  Here  the  husband  collected  all  the  wife's  property, 
converted  it  into  cash,  and  went*back  to  Germany,  never, 
as  he  said,  to  return.  She  afterward  expressed  a  wish  thai 
he  never  wcnUd  return.  After  he  had  been  away  during  the 
statutory  period,  without  being  heard  from,  she  sustaining 
meanwhile  a  good  reputation,  the  court  decreed  a  divorce  on 
her  prayer.*  Where,  however,  on  a  suit  by  the  wife,  the  hus- 
band was  shown  to  have  left  her  for  a  distant  place,  declaring 
he  could  not  live  with  that  woman,  and  would  not ;  but  she 
followed  him,  and  shortly  afterward  came  back,  saying  he 
was  to  pay  her  a  certain  sum  of  money,  and  she  to  have  a 
divorce ;  the  court  dismissed  her  bill,  on  the  ground,  that  the 
whole  evidence  showed  only  a  separation  by  agreement, 
which  could  not  be  enforced  in  this  proceeding.^ 

§  677  [521].  Where  a  wife  soon  after  the  marriage  left 
her  husband,  saying  «he  would  not  be  confined  to  one  man, 
and  did  not  afterward  return,  the  desertion  by  her  was  held 
to  be  established.^  Where  the  parties  had  been  married 
while  the  man  was  under  arrest  upon  a  bastardy  process, 
issued  on  complaint  of  the  woman ;  and  he,  ever  after  the 
marriage,  refused  to  live  with  her ;  this  was  held  to  be  suffi- 


1  Ante,  §  S9. 

s  Guembell  v.  GoembelU  fright,  8S6.    And  Bee  Fnrell  v,  Fcacell,  Wright, 
455. 
*  Mansfield  o.  Mansfield,  Wright,  284.  «  Milliner  v.  Milliner,  Wright,  138. 
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cient  evidence  of  desertion  by  him.^  So  where,  in  a  suit  by 
the  wife,  the  evidence  was,  that  several  years  after  the  mar- 
riage the  husband  left  her  and  her  children,  without  any 
apparent  cause,  and  continued  absent  during  the  statutory 
period,  and  until  the  bringing  of  the  suit,  without  contrib- 
uting to  her  support ;  ^  where,  also,  without  any  known  cause, 
the  husband  went  off  and  had  not  been  heard  of ;  ^  where, 
moreover,  the  husband  sent  his  wife  to  her  father's,  in  a  town 
remote  from  their  residence,  saying  he  would  follow  her  in  a 
short  time,  but  did  not  follow  her  for  several  months,  and, 
when  he  did,  remained  with  her  only  for  a  brief  period,  and 
then  left  her,  without  in  any  way  providing  for  or  corres- 
ponding with  her,* — the  desertion  was  held  to  be  sufficiently 
proved.  On  the  other  hand,  where  it  appeared,  in  the  hus- 
band's suit,  that  he  left  his  wife  with  a  scanty  supply,  and 
went  off  for  months  to  labor  on  the  canal ;  and,  when  he 
returned,  found  she  had  gone  to  her  friends ;  this,  with  the 
further  fact  of  h^  having  been  overheard  to  say,  after  the 
separation,  she  could  not  live  with  him  again,  was  held  to  be 
insufficient  proof  of  her  having  deserted  him.^ 

§  678  [522].  In  another  case,  which*  was  a  suit  by  the 
wife,  "  the  cause  alleged  for  this  divorce,"  says  the  report, 
^'  is  wilful  absence  for  more  than  three  years.  It  appeared  in 
evidence,  that  the  defendant  was  frequently  absent,  and  from 
sheer  laziness  wholly  neglected  to  provide  for  his  family.  He 
was  a  physician,  and  went,  as  he  said,  ^doctoring  about  the 
country.  One  time,  when  he  had  been  gone  several  days, 
and  left  no  provision  whatever  for  his  family,  she  went  to 
her  father's,  about  eight  miles  off.  When  he  returned,  and 
bad  learned  where  his  wife  was,  instead  of  going*for  her,  he 
left  the  country,  and  has  since  been  absent  more  than  three 
years,  without  oontributing  at  all  to  the  support  of  the  wife, 
who  continues  to  reside  with  her  father."     The  divorce  was 


1  McQoaid  v,  McQoaid,  Wright,  223. 

'  White  V.  White,  Wright,  138.  *  Roberts  v.  Roberta,  Wright,  149. 

♦  Wyatt  V,  Wyattj  Wright,  U9.  *  Fraroll  v.  Frarell,  Wright,  455. 
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granted.^  A  husband  took  to  drink,  neglected  his  family,  be- 
came quarrelsome,  then  a  complete  vagabond.  The  parties 
disagreed,  he  left,  was  afterward  most  of  the  time  drunk 
about  the  streets ;  while  she  lived  by  herself,  supported  the 
family  respectably,  maintained  a  good  reputation.  Then  he 
stole  away  from  her  a  little  boy,  his  son,  and  said  he  meant 
to  keep  him,  and  did  not  intend  to  live  with  the  family  again. 
She  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  a  divorce.^  In  a  Kentucky 
suit  it  appeared,  that  soon  after  the  marriage  in  Indiana,  the 
husband  left  his  wife  with  the  intention  of  abandoning  her, 
who,  being  poor,  went  back  to  her  former  residence  in  Ken- 
tucky. Within  six  months  he  returned  to  the  place  where 
he  had  left  her,  but  found  she  had  gone.  The  court  held,  that 
it  was  not  her  duty  to  remain  at  the  precise  spot  where  he 
deserted  her,  and  that  her  right  to  a  divorce  was  not  taken 
away  by  heir  return  to  Kentucky .^ 

§  679  [523].  A  husband  let  to  a  tenant  his  dwelling-house, 
as  he  announced,  '*  with  a  view  to  a  permanent  separation." 
He  directed  the  tenant,  however,  to  treat  his  wife  well,  and 
permit  her  to  remain  as  long  as  she  chose.  The  next  day 
she  also  left,  and  never  went  back.  During  the  same  week, 
and  after  her  departure,  he  returned  to  the  house,  and  con- 
tinued to  occupy  it  alone.  The  court  considered  these  facts 
as  sufficiently  showing  a  desertion  by  him ;  there  was  an  ac- 
tual separation,  effected  in  pursuance  of  an  intent  in  his  mind 
to  separate.* 

§  680.   Where  a  husband,  in  embarrassed  circumstances, 
put  his  wife  for  a  temporary  sojourn  into  a  family  not  his 
own,  then  ^ent  away  promising  to  return  soon  ;  she,  a  fort-, 
night  afterward,  went  back  to  her  own  house,  and  there  found 
an  execution  in  the  house  ;  she  wrote  to  her  husband  several 

1  Amsden  v,  Amsden,  Wright,  66.  *  Clark  v.  Clark,  Wright,  225. 

>  Fishli  V.  Fishli,  2  Litt.  337.  Divorce  for  desertion  was  also  decreed  in  John- 
Bton  V.  Johnston,  Wright,  454 ;  and  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  Wright,  470.  The 
proof  was  held  insnfficient  in  Jones  v.  Jones,  18  Ala.  145. 

*  Logan  V.  Logan,  8  B.  Monr.  142.  See  also  Hanbtoty  v.  Hanbeny,  29  Ala.  719. 
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times,  bat  got  no  answer ;  the  furniture  being  sold,  she  went 
into  lodgings ;  sent  persons  to  him  to  induce  him  to  return, 
but  he  said  it  was  not  convenient,  he  had  debts  to  collect 
which  would  not  allow  him  to  come  away,  —  it  was  held, 
that  at  this  latter  time  there  was  a  desertion  ;  though  he  once 
made  a  sort  of  vague  offer  to  rejoin  his  wife,  and  four  years 
later  wrote  her  a  letter  in  which  he  bade  her  "  farewell  for- 
ever." Said  Cresswell,  J. :  "  They  had  a  home,  and  he  refused 
to  return  to  it.  I  was  anxious  to  ascertain  whether  he  had 
subsequently  offered  to  provide  a  home,  but  by  the  peti- 
tioner's answer  I  gather  that  he  never  made  any  definite  or 
distinct  proposal  or  offer  of  another  home.  He  deserted  the 
original  home,  and  has  provided  no  new  one."  ^  But  where 
the  husband  went  away  in  search  of  employment,  and  the 
wife  neglected  to  answer  his  letters,  it  was  held,  that  there 
was  no  desertion,  though  he  failed  to  return.' 

§  681.  There  is  a  late  English  case,  the  decision  of  which, 
according  to  the  report  of  the  testimony  given  in  the  book  of 
reports,  is  contrary  to  the  result  to  which  most  American 
judges  would  arrive.  The  husband  was  a  drunken  spend- 
thrift, ^usive  to  his  wife,  upon  whose  earnings  he  lived ;  he 
one  day  told  her,  that  he  was  going  to  leave  town,  that  she 
should  never  see  him  again,  and  then  Vent  away,  taking  his 
clothes,  &c.,  with  him.  After  going  away,  he  lived  in  adul- 
tery, and  made  no  offer  to  return  ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  when 
a  witness  urged  him  to  do  something  for 'the  support  of  his 
wife,  who  was  in  ill-health,  he  said  he  would  do  nothing  vol- 
untarily ;  and,  if  any  attempt  were  made  to  force  him,  he 
would  leave  the  town  where  he  then  was,  as  he  was  deter- 
mined to  have  nothing  more  to  do  with  her.  Here,  as  it  ap- 
pears to  the  author,  is  complete  evidence  of  desertion ;  and, 
if  this  is  not  to  be  taken  as  sufficient,  seldom  can  a  wife 
prove  a  desertion.  But  the  desertion  in  this  case  was  held 
not  to  be  proved,  and  probably  because  of  the  existence  of 

1  Cudlipp  V.  Cndlipp,  1  Swab.  &  T.  229. 
*  Tliompson  v,  ThompsoD,  1  Swab.  &  T.  231. 
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facts  now  to  be  stated  :  When  the  husband  had  left  the 
house,  the  wife  continued  to  remain  in  it  for  about  a  fort- 
night,  and  then,  without  making  any  inquiries  for  him, 
went  to  her  sister's,  where  she  resided  up  to  the  time  of 
bringing  the  suit,  principally  supporting  herself  by  dress- 
making. Said  the  Lord  Chancellor :  "  The  petitioner  has 
this  difficulty  to  contend  with.     She  has  not  shown  that  the 

respondent  knew  where  she  was  living  after  he  left  her 

There  is  nothing  to  satisfy  the  court,  that,  when  the  parties 
separated,  the  husband  went  against  the  will  of  his  wife. 
On  the  contrary,  there  are  circumstances  in  the  case  which 
induce  the  court  to  believe,  that  it  is  extremely  probable  that 
they  parted  by  mutual  consent.  It  is  shown  that  the  respon- 
dent was  a  man  of  vile  habits  and  bad  temper,  and  treated 
the  petitioner  with  great  cruelty ;  and  that,  on  one  of  the  last 
occasions  they  were  together,  he  told  her  he  should  leave  her, 
and  that  she  might  walk  the  streets  for  a  living,"  &c.  The^ 
real  cause  of  this  determination  of  the  court,  m^y  probably 
be  seen  in  the  words  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  who  observed  : 
"  It  is  necessary  that  the  court  should  be  very  strict  indeed  in 
regard  to  the  proof  of  the  circumstances  which  enable  the  wife 
to  obtain  a  decree  of  dissolution  of  marriage."  ^  Th|y>etter 
view  is,  that,  for  the  court  to  give  any  remedy,  it  should  be 
satisfied  on  the  evideVice  of  the  existence  of  the  facts  on 
which  thfe  right  to  the  remedy  rests;  but  it* is  for  the  law- 
makers, not  the  judges,  to  decide  whether  the  proper  form  of 
remedy  for  a  particular  matrimonial  offence  is  a  judicial  sep- 
aration or  a  dissolution  of  the  marriage  bond.  In  this  case, 
the  wife  did  not  indeed  prove  that  she  was  not  glad  to  be 
deserted  by  a  worse  than  worthless  husband,  neither  was  the 
contrary  shown.  If  she  had  been  glad,  but  did  not  consent, 
that  would  be  no  bar  to  her  remedy.  If  in  a  case  the  proof 
shows  merely  an  absence  by  the  husband,  it  does  not  go  jfar 
enough ;  but  the  deficiency  may  be  filled  in  one  of  two  ways, 
-—either  the  wif^  may  show,  as  here,  that  the  husband  went 
away  originally,  or  that  he  afterward  staid  away,  with  the 

■ 

1  Smith  o.  Smith,  1  Swab.  &  T.  32^,  360,  361. 
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intent  to  desert ;  dr,  that  she  did  not  consent  to  the  parting. 
There  may  still  be  circamstances  to  bar  the  remedy  ;  but,  if 
they  exist,  they  should  be  brought  forward  in  defence. 


III.  The  Locaiiiy  in  which  the  Suit  is  to  be  maintained. 

§  682  [531].  In  another  series  of  chapters^  we  have  con- 
sidered what  are  the  general  doctrines  governing  the  locality 
in  which  the  suit  for  divorce  shall  be  brought.  There  are  a 
few  special  points  to  which  it  is  deemed  best  to  direct  atten- 
tion here.  Sometimes  a  desertion  commences  in  one  State 
or  country,  and  during  its  continuance  one  or  both  of  the 
parties  remove  to  another  State ;  or  both  go,  each  to  a  differ- 
ent State ;  and  then,  under  the  peculiar  statute  law  of  some 
of  the  States,  or  under  the  peculiar  view  of  common-law 
doctrine  taken  by  some  courts,  it  may  be  important,  on  a 
question  of  jurisdiction,  to  decide  in  what  locality  the  deser- 
tion, as  matter  of  law,  took  place.  One  thing  is  obvious  on 
principle,  that,  if  parties  are  living  together  in  Massachusetts, 
and  there  one  of  them  deserts  the  other ;  and,  a  year  after- 
ward, the  desertion  continuing,  both  go  to  New  Hampshire, 
and  remain  in  the  lattl^r  State  three  years  ;  a  desertion  for  at 
least  a  period  of  three  years  has  occurred  in  New  Hamp- 
shire. Upon  principle,  also,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why 
the  desertion  may  not,  under  a  variety  of  circumstances,  be 
deemed  to  have  taken  place  in  either  locality,  as  may  be 
necessary  to  sustain  the  jurisdiction.  But  these  questions 
seldom  arise,  and  only  in  particular  States ;  for,  as  in  the 
proper  place  we  have  seen,  it  is,  as  a  correct  matter  of  general 
jurisprudence,  immaterial  in  what  locality  the  desertion  oc- 
curred, the  right  to  take  jurisdiction  over  the  offence  depend- 
ing'  on  other  principles.  Still  a  reference  to  the  authorities 
on  this  point  may  be  convenient^ 

1  Ante,  \  llSetseq. 

*  Frary  v.  Frary,  10  N.  H.  61 ;  Brett  v.  Brett,  5  Met.  238 ;  Harteaa  v,  Harteau, 
U  Pick.  181 ;  Wells  v.  Thompson,  13  Ala.  793;  Sawtell  v.  Sawtell,  17  Conn. 
SS4;  McDenaotfs  Appealed  Watts  &  S.  251 ;  Batchelder  v.  Batchelder,  U  N.  H. 
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§  683.  Let  ns  lo.ok  a  little  further  at  the  principles  upon 
which  this  matter  rests.  In  order  to  constitute  the  desertion 
daring  a  specified  number  of  years,  for  which  the  divorce 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony  is  granted,  there  must  be  the 
continued  absence  of  the  parties  from  one  another,  together 
with  the  intent  in  the  mind  of  the  defendant  to  desert  the 
other.  Now  we  saw,  in  the  first  volume,^  that  these  two 
things  need  not  be  simultaneous  in  their  origin  ;  the  parties 
may  separate  to-day,  and  the  desertion  begin  to*morrow,  or 
next  year;  wherefore,  in  order  to  constitute  desertion,  the 
separation  and  the  intent  must  be  matters  having  the  same 
existence  on  the  second  and  third  and  three  hundredth  day  as 
on  the  first  As  matter  of  evidence,  where  the  desertion  is  once 
shown  it  is  presumed  to  continue ;  but,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
there  is  no  difference  between  one  period  and  another  of  the 
desertion.  Thence  it  must  follow,  that,  if  a  party  goes  into 
a  State,  having  been  deserted  by  the  other  party,  the  case 
is  as  favorable  for  the  one  first  mentioned  as  if  the  deser- 
tion commenced  in  such  State.  Whether  the  prior  desertion 
could  be  counted,  depends  on  the  same  principle  as  does  the 
question  whether  a  prior  adultery  could  be  relied  upon  as 
ground  for  the  divorce, —  a  question  discussed  in  a  previous 
part  of  this  volume.  The  reader  should  remember,  however, 
that  these  views  point  only  to  the  matter  as  it  rests  in  legal 
reason  ;  how  it  rests  in  the  decisions,  he  will  see  in  the  cases 
cited  in  the  last  section. 


380 ;  Kimball  v.  Kiml>all,  18  N.  H.  223;  Masten  v.  Masten,  15  N.  H.  15»;  Hare 
V,  Hare,  10  Texas,  355,  857 ;  Harrison  v.  Hairison,  19  Ala.  499 ;  Bishop  o.  Bishop, 
6  Case  J,  412 ;  Ashbaugh  v.  Ashbangh,  17  lU.  476 ;  Payson  v,  Payson,  34  N.  H. 
618 ;  Ford  v.  Ford,  2  Halst.  Ch.  542 ;  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  35  N.  H.  474 ;  Good- 
win V,  Goodwin,  45  Maine,  377 ;  Tates  v.  Yates,  2  Beasley,  280 ;  Becket  o.  Becket, 
17  B.  Monr.  870;  McCranej  r.  McCranej,  5  Iowa,  232;  MuIIer  r.  Hilton,  18 
La.  An.  1. 
»  Vol.  I.  i  784. 
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OTHEB  CAUSES.  OF  DIVORCB.^ 

§  684.  TflERB  is  not,  connected  with  the  procedure,  mnch 
to  be  said  under  this  title.  Where  the  statute  provided  for 
a  divorce  if  "  either  party  shall  offer  such  indignities  to  the 
other  as  shall  render  his  or  her  condition  intolerable,''  a  peti- 
tion for  divorce  was  held  not  to  be  sufficiently  specific  under 
the  statute  when  it  merely  alleged,  in  general  terms,  that 
one  party  offered  the  other  indignities  which  rendered  the 
condition  of  such  other  intolerable.^  The  acts  should  be 
specifically  set  out* 

§  685.  A  statute  provided  for  a  divorce  "  when  it  shall  be 
made  fully  apparent  that  the  parties  cannot  live  in  peace  and 
happiness  together,  and  that  their  welfare  requires  a  separa- 
tion." A  party,  proceeding  under  this  statute^  alleged,  f'  that 
he  and  his  said  wife  cajinot  live  in  peace  and  happiness  to- 
gether, and  that  their  welfare  requires  a  separation."  The, 
allegation  was  held  not  to  be  sufficient  Said  Greene,  J. : 
^^A  party  seeding  a  divorce  under  this  head  should  state 
something  more  than  the  conclusion  sought  He  should 
allege  his  foundation,  make  out  his  case,  state  facts  and  rea- 
sons sufficient  to  make  the  conclusion  ^  fully  apparent,'*  to  the 
court,  that  the  peace^  happiness,  and  welfare  of  the  parties 
render  it  necessary  to  sever  the  bonds  of  matrimony.  The 
petition  should  not  only  distinctly  state  the  facts  constituting 
the  cause  of  divorce,  but  it  should  also  show,  primd  facie^ 
that  complainant  is  the  injured  party,  in  order  to  admit  proof 
of  these  essential  facts  before  the  court  should  decree  a  di- 
vorce by  default."  * 

1  For  the  law  relating  to  this  title,  see  Vol.  I.  ^  81S  et  seq. 

*  Bowen  v.  Bowen,  19  Misso.  351.  *  Erwin  r.  Erwin,  4  Jones  Eq.  82. 

^  Pinkney  v,  Pinknej,  4  Greene,  Iowa,  SS4,  SS6. 
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CHAPTER    XL. 

DIVORCE  IN  THE  JUDGE'S   DISCRETION.^ 

§  686.  The  books  are  absolutely  without  any  precedents, 
or  any  discussion,  concerning  the  form  of  the  pleadings  re- 
lating to  the  divorce,  when  sought  under  statutes  which 
authorize  the  judge  to  divorce  the  parties,  when  in  his  opin- 
ion the  public  good,  or  their  interest,  requires.  Yet  the  mat- 
ter found  in  our  last  section  may  furnish  a  hint  here.  It  is 
not  to  be  presumed  that  a  judge  would  exercise  this  discre- 
tion except  where  the  party  had  put  on  record,  in  his  allega- 
tion, matter  upon  which  the  discretion  could  operate.  The 
pleader,  upon  general  principles,  should  be  clear  and  full  in 
his  allegations  under  this  head.  It  would  be  mischievous, 
it  would  be  a  departure  from  all  just  rules,  for  the  court,  on 
•  a  mere  general  averment  that  cause  for  the  exercise  of  the 
discretion  exists,  to  hear  evidence  and  pronounce  a  decree. 

• 

§  687  [547].  Under  this  general  clause,  it  has  been  held, 
the  court  may  take  jurisdiction  over  an  original  defect  in  the 
marriage,  such  as  that  the  consent  was  obtained  by  fraud, 
and  render  a  decree  of  nullity.' 


^  For  the  Uw  reUting  to  this  title,  see  Vol.  L  ^  827  et  leq. 
*  Scroggins  p.  Scroggins,  8  DeT.  &35 ;  Barden  v.  Baiden,  8  I>eT.  548;  Ritler  p. 
Ritter,  5  Blackf.  81 ;  Hamaker  r.  Hamaker,  18  Bl.  187 ;  ante,  i  298. 
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THE  CONSEQUENCES  OF  THE  DIVORCE. 


CHAPTER    XLI. 

COKSBQUKNCKS  FLOWmO  BT  LAW  7R0H  THB  VALID  SENTBNCB. 

Sbct.  688,  689.  Introdaotion. 

690-696.  The  Sentence  of  Nullity. 

697-726.  The  Divorce  from  the  Bond  of  Matrimony ;  as  to — 

097.  Introdoetion. 

698-704.  The  Status  of  the  Parties. 

706-725.  Property  Bights  of  the  Parties  and  third  Persons. 

726-741.  The  Divorce  from  Bed  and  Board. 

§  688.  It  is  not  within  the  power  of  analysis  so  to  divide 
any  legal  subject  as  to  render  the  correctness  of  the  division 
one  of  mathematical  certainty ;  and  to  leave  it  plain  to  every 
understanding,  that  a  different  division  would  be  legally  in- 
accurate. In  the  earlier  editions  of  this  work,  there  were 
discussed  under  the  general  title  of  the  Consequences  of  the 
Divorce,  several  topics,  which,  in  this  edition,  have  found  a 
place  elsewhere.  The  author  was  satisfied  with  the  former 
division,  and  he  is  satisfied  with  the  present  one.  The 
change  has  been  made  to  serve  purposes  of  practical  con- 
venience both  to  the  writer  and  to  the  readers. 

§  689  [646.]    The  next  chapter  will  be  given  to  a  consid- 

[648] 


§  690  CONBBQUBNCBS   OF  DIVORCB.  [bOOK  VH. 

eration  of  what  may  be  termed  the  stability  of  the  divorce 
Bentence,  and  its  binding  nature,  as  concerns  the  parties  and 
third  persons.  In  the  present  chapter  we  are  to  consider, 
what,  supposing  the  sentence  valid,  and  binding  on  all  the 
world,  comes  from  it  by  operation  of  law.  And  though,  in 
some  portions  of  the  foregoing  pages,  we  have  treated  of  the 
two  kinds  of  divorce  and  of  the  sentence  of  nullity  together, 
as  resting  on  common  doctrines,  we  shall  be  obliged  to  de- 
part from  that  method  here;  because  these  three  forms  of 
adjudication  produce  their  several  distinct  consequencen. 
Let  us  look  at,  I.  The  Sentence  of  Nullity ;  11.  The  Divorce 
from  the  Bond  of  Matrimony ;  III.  The  Divorce  from  Bed 
and  Board. 

L    Hie  Sentence  of  NullUp. 

§  690  [647].  We  have  seen,  that,  where  a  marriage  is  void, 
the  sentence  of  nullity  has  only  a  declaratory  force ;  wiiile, 
where  it  is  voidable,  it  is  to  be  treated,  after  the  sentence,  as 
having  been  always  void.^  Therefore  the  results  of  the  sen- 
tence, in  these  twa  circumstances,  are  substantially  alike ; 
though  there  are  a  few  points  of  difference.  The  general 
doctrine  is,  that,  after  the  sentence,  the  parties  are  to  be  re- 
garded legally  as  if  no  marriage  had  ever  taken  place ;  they 
are  single  persons,  if  before  they  were  single ;  ^  and  their 
rights  of  property,  between  themselves,  are  to  be  viewed  as 
having  never  been  operated  upon  by  the  marriage.  Thus 
the  man  can  neither  claim  any  personal  estate  which  be- 
longed to  the  woman,  nor  have  curtesy  in  her  lands.^  She 
likewise  is  not  entitled  to  a  share  in  his  effects ;  neither  is 
she  to  alimony  or  to  dower.^     The  children  are  illegitimate, 


1  Vol.  1. 1  105, 116, 118;  ante,  \  289 ;  Gibs.  Cod.  446. 

*  *'  If  the  wife  becomee  a  single  woman  by  operation  of  law,  it  is  the  same  as  if 
she  had  always  remained  single."    Anstey  v.  Manners,  Gow,  10. 

*  Anghtie  v.  Aughtie,  1  Phillim.  SOI ;  Znle  v.  Znle,  Saxton,  96 ;  Sellen  v, 
Dayis,  4  Teig.  503 ;  Cage  v,  Acton,  1  Ld.  Raym.  515,  521.  Calloway  v,  Bryan, 
6  Jones,-  N.  C.  569.    And  cases  cited  2  Bright  Hosb.  &  Wife,  865,  note  (a). 

«  Ante,  t  376 ;  Beere  Dom.  Bel.  209 ;  Co.  Lit.  32  a,  33  6 ;  7  Co.  140. 
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eqaaUy  whether  the  marriage  were  voidable  or  void;^  the 
woman,  like  any  other  feme  sole,  may  sue  and  be  sued.^  In- 
deed, she  can  recover,  in  an  action  at  law,  her  property  of 
him  who  was  before  regarded  as  her  hasband.® 

§  691  [648].  Where  the  rights  of  third  persons  are  con- 
cerned, the  case  as  to  them  is  different;  particularly  if  the 
marriage  was  voidable,  not  void.^  And  the  broad  doctrine 
has  been  laid  down,  that,  while  as  between  the  woman  and 
the  man  she  shall  have  again  all  her  property,  and  while  as 
against  him  all  claims  extinguished  by  the  marriage  are  re- 
vived, yet  otherwise  it  is  as  against  a  stranger.*  But  even 
as  against  a  stranger,  if  the  husband,  by  collusion  with  the 
stranger,  gave  or  sold  to  him,  before  the  sentence  of  nullity, 
the  goods  of  the  wife,  she,  on  showing  the  collusion,  may 
reclaim  them.^  So,  if  without  collusion  the  husband  has 
aliened  his  wife's  land,  and  afterward  the  voidable  marriage  is 
made  void  by  a  sentence  of  nullity,  under  Stat  32  Hen.  VIIL, 
c.  28,  she  may  enter  during  the  life  of  the  husband.^  And  it 
is  laid  down  in  Brook,^  that  things  executed,  where  the  hus- 
band is  seised  in  right  of  the  wife,  shall  not  be  avoided  by  a 
sentence  of  nullity ;  as  waste,  receipt  of  rent,  seisin  of  ward, 
presentment  to  a  benefice,  gift  of  goods  of  the  wife,  &c.  But 
that  otherwise  it  is  in  matter  of  inheritance ;  as,  if  the  hus- 
band discontinues  or  charges  land  of  his  wife,  releases  or 
manumits  villein,  &c.®  ^  After  a  marriage  has  been  declared 
void  by  judicial  sentence,  it  is  too  late  for  the  husband's 


1  Vol.  I.  H 18 ;  C^ibfl.  Cod.  446. 

*  Hatchett  v.  Baddeley,  2  W.  Bl.  1079.     See  Lean  v.  Schstz,  2  W.  Bl.  1195; 
2  Bright  Hnsb.  &  Wife,  366. 

*  Anonymoiu,  1  Dyer,  18,  pi.  61 ;  LawBon  v.  Shotwell  27  Mimis.  630,  637. 

*  See  post,  \  695.  >  Cage  v.  Acton,  1  Ld.  Baym.  515,  52L 

*  Br.  Deraignment  &  Divorce,  pi.  10;  2  Bright  Hiisb.  &  Wife,  865. 

V  1  Bright  Hosb.  &  Wife,  165 ;  2  ib.  865 ;  Co.  Lit  326  a.    The  statate  of  Michi- 
gan  providefl,  that,  upon  the  diasolntion  of  the  marriage  by  diToroe  or  sentence  of 
nollity  for  any  canse  except  the  adultery  of  the  wife,  she  is  entitled  to  the  immedi-  * 
ate  possession  of  all  her  real  estate,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  her  hnsband  were 
dead.    Johnson  v,  Johnson,  Walk.  Mich.  809. 

*  Br.  Deraignment,  &c.  pi.  18.  •  2  Bright  Hnsb.  &  Wife,  864. 
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creditors  to  come  in  and  take  the  wife's  property  for  his 
debts,  whatever  they  might  have  done  before.* 

§  692  [649j.  If  land  is  given  to  a  husband  and  wife,  and 
the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies;  and  afterward  the  marriage, 
being  voidable,  is  avoided  by  sentence ;  neither  of  them  can 
have  the  estate,  but  they  are  only  tenants  for  life,  notwith- 
standing the  inheritance  once  vested  in  them.  And  if,  before 
the  divorce,  the  parties  are  disseised  of  such  land,  and  the 
husband  releases  to  the  disseisor;  the  woman,  after  the  di- 
vorce, may  have  the  moiety  of  it,  though  there  were  no 
moieties  before;  for  the  divorce  converts  the  estate  into 
moieties.^  ^  It  was  held,  that,  if  a  lease  be  made  to  husband 
and  wife  during  the  coverture,  and  the  husband  sows  the 
land,  and  afterwards  they  are  divorced  causa  prtBConlractus^ 
the  husband  shall  have  the  emblements,  and  not  the  lessor ; 
for,  although  the  suit  is  the  act  of  the  party,  yet  the  sentence 
which  dissolves  the  marriage  is  the  judgment  of  the  law."' 

'  §  693  [850].  "  I»  an  early  case,"  to  quote  from  Bright  on 
Husband  and  Wife,''  ^^  it  is  laid  down,  that,  if  a  1man  is  bound 
to  difeme  solej  and  afterwards  marries  her,  and  afterwards 
they  are  divorced,  the  obligation  is  revived.^  This  case  was 
cited  and  agreed  to  by  Holt,  C.  J.,  in  Cage  v.  Acton ;  ^  be- 
cause the  divorce,  being  a  vinculo  matrimonii  by  reason  of 
some  prior  impediment,  as  prcecontractj  &c.,  makes  them 
never  husband  and  wife  ab  initio.  But  if  the  husband  had 
made  a  feoffment  in  fee  of  the  lands  of  his  wife,  and  then  the 
divorce  had  been,  that  would  have  been  a  discontinuance,  as 
well  as  if  the  husband  had  died ;  because  then  the  interest  of 
a  third  person  had  been  concerned,  but  between  the  parties 
themselves  it  will  have  a  relation  to  destroy  the  husband's 
title  to  the  goods.     And  it  proves  no  morcthan  the  common 

1  Kelly  r.  Scott,  5  Orat.  479. 

*  Bright  Hash.  &  Wife,  365,  and  the  anthorities  there  dtecL 

s  Oland's  case,  5  Ck>.  116 ;  2  Bl.  Com.  123.  «  2  Bright  Hash.  &  Wife,  866. 

>  2  Br.  Coyertnre,  pi.  82,  cites  26  H.  8, 7,  per  Fitzherbert  &  Norwich. 

*  Cage  V,  Acton,  1  Ld.  Raym.  515,  521 ;  but  see  Dyer,  140,  pi.  39. 
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rule;  namely,  that  relation  will  make  a  nullity  between  the 
parties  themselves,  but  not  amongst  strangers." 

§  694  [651].  The  doctrine  is  familiar,  that  a  man  is  liable 
for  the  debts  contracted  by  a  woman  whom  he  falsely  holds 
out  to  be  hifr  wife,  the  same  as  though  she  were  so  in  fact.^ 
This  doctrine  would  apply  even  to  parties  living  in  cohabita- 
tion under  a  void  marriage.  If  tte  marriage  however  were 
voidable,  whether  there  were  a  matrimonial  cohabitation  or 
not,  the  mere  fact  of  its  having  been  entered  into  would 
elearly,  of  itself  alone,  and  on  a  different  principle,  render  the 
husband  liable,  to  the  same  extent  as  though  it  contained  no 
imperfection.^  Yet  on  its  being  avoided  by  sentence  his 
liability  ceases.^ 

§  695  [652].  The  propositions  stated  in  these  later  sec- 
tions^ are  applicable  to  voidable  marriages;  but  it  is  not 
clear  the  rights  of  third  persons  would  be  protected  to  the 
same  extent,  or  all  the  other  consequences  would  follow, 
where  the  marriage  was  merely  void,  and  so  the  decree  of 
nullity  wrought  no  real  change  whatever  in  the  legal  con- 
dition of  the  parties.  An  infant  having,  in  good  faith,  mar- 
ried a  man  who  had  a  former  wife  living ;  and  her  father, 
ignorant  likewise  of  the  impediment,  having  given  her  a 
slave,— -it  was  held,  not  only  ^hat  the  gift  invested  the  hus- 
band with  no  title  to  the  property,  but  further,  that,  though 
he  afterward  sold  it  with  her. consent,  she  being  still  in  her 
minority,  the  sale  conveyed  no  title  as  against  her  to  the 
purchaser.^ 

§  696  [653].  It  has  been  held,  that,  if  a  woman  marries  a 
man  who  has  a  former  wife  living  undivorced,  and  so  his 
marriage  is  void,«he  may,  upon  bill  in  equity,  compel  him  to 
account  for  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  he  took  from 


1  Vol.  I.  \  587. 

^  Anstey  o.  Manners,  Qow,  10. 

*  Ante,  i  691^94. 


»  Vol.  Li  116. 

*  Sellers  v»  Dstic,  4  Teig.  503. 
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her  under  this  supposed  marriage,  and  to  redeliver  the  prop- 
erty to  her  with  its  proceeds,  retaining  for  himself  the  benefit 
of  his  improvements.^  And  where  a  man  deceives  a  woman 
into  a  void  marriage,  by  falsely  representing  himself  to  be  a 
widower,  while  he  is  not,  but  has  a  former  wife  living,  she 
may  also  recover  of  him  compensation  for  her  services  ren- 
dered during  the  cohabitation  with  him.  The  like  claim, 
moreover,  may  be  enforced,  on  the  death  of  the  man,  against 
his  estate  in  the  hands  of  his  legal  representatives.^  And 
in  Louisiana  it  was  decided,  that  a  woman  under  these  cir- 
cumstances can  recover  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  a  com- 
pensation, not  only  for  such  services,  but  for  the  use  of  her 
furniture,  and  the  hire  of  her  negroes;  together  with  the 
money  he  had  received  from  her,  in  his  lifetime,  and  money 
which,  after  his  death,  she  as  his  executrix  had  paid  to  his 
creditors  previous  to  the  time  when  the  letters  were  revoked 
on  the  appearance  of  the  former  wife ;  for  ^  she  has  a  right 
to  be  indemnified  against  the  consequences  of  the  deceit"^ 


II.    The  Divorce  from  the  Bond  of  Matrimony. 

§  697  [654].  Where  a  marriage  is  dissolved,  having  been 
originally  valid,  the  consequences  are  quite  different  from 
those  which  follow  the  annulling  of  a  voidable  marriage.  On 
this,  matter,  however,  we  have  no  very  distinct  light  from  the 
English  common  law ;  for,  in  England,  no  dissolutions  of 
valid  marriages  by  judicial  sentence  were  known  previous  to 
the  year  1858;  and,  when  parliament  dissolved  such  mar- 
riages by  special  act,  it  has  been  said,  the  consequence  '^  does 
not  very  clearly  appear."  *  And  in  this  country,  the  statutes 
of  some  of  the  States  fully  regulate  the  matter ;  whence  it 
has  arisen,  that  our  decisions  do  not  perhaps  quite  cover  the 


1  Toung  V.  Naylor,  1  Hill  Eq.  388 ;  ante,  ^  S91. 
>  Higgins  V,  Broen,  9  MisBO.  497. 
Fox  V.  Dawson'B  Curator,  8  Mart  La.  94.  •       ^2  Bright  Hoab.  &  Wife,  366. 
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wBble  ground.  Let  us  look  at  the  matter  as  concerns,  First, 
The  status  of  the  parties ;  Secondly,  Property  rights  of  the 
parties  and  third  persons. 

§  698  [666].  First  The  Status  of  the  Parties.  The  ap- 
proved doctrine  is,  that  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matri- 
mony places  both  the  parties,  the  innocent  and  the  guilty,  in 
the  condition  of  single  persons.  This  indeed  has  never  been 
questioned,  except  where  some  provision  in  the  act  or  decree, 
or  the  general  law,  has  been  supposed  to  work  a  different 
result ;  but  the  doubt,  to  any  extent,  is  clearly  without  sup- 
port, either  in  principle  or  any  sufficient  authority.  <<  Parlia- 
mentary bills  of  divorce,"  says  Shelford,  ^^  usually  declare, 
that  the  bomd  of  matrimony  between  the  parties  shall  be 
wholly  dissolved,,  annulled,  vacated,  and  made  void  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  whatsoever.  But  express  authority  to 
contract  a  new  marriage  is  given  only  to  the  injured  party; 
making  it  lawful  for  such  party  to  marry  again,  and  declaring 
that  the  children  born  in  such  matrimony  shall  be  legitimate. 
There  is  no  similar  provision  for  the  future  marriage  of  the 
offending  party.  It  seems  more  than  probable,  that,  in  the 
early  instances  of  these  divorces,  it  was  not  supposed  or 
adverted  to,  that  the  permission  to  contract  a  new  marriage 
could  extend  to  the  adulteress.  But  the  subsequent  and  long 
acquiescence  seems  to  have  established  such  marriages,  or  at 
least  entitled  them  to  be  established,  if  any  doubt  should 
arise  respecting  their  validity.  It  is  indeed  difficult  to  under- 
stand, how  a  marriage  can  be  dissolved  as  to  one  of  the 
parties,  without  being  equally  dissolved  as  to  the  other.  And 
perhaps  it  may  be  concluded,  that  divorce  bills,  as  now 
worded,  though  purporting  only  to  relieve  the  injured  party, 
are  a  complete  dissolution  of  the  marriage ;  of  which  disso- 
lution the  adulteress  may  legally  avail  herself,  unless  ex- 
pressly prohibited  by  the  same  act  of  the  legislature.  This 
point  was  much  discussed  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  year 
1800;  and,  although  the  preponderating  opinion  seemed 
to   be  in   favor  of  the    Validity  of  the   manriage   between 
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the  guilty  parties,  yet  some  of  the  speakers  entertained 
doubts."  1 

§  699  [656].  But  let  us  here  proceed  less  rapidly  over  the 
ground  than  we  have  done  in  some  other  parts  of  these 
volumes,  and  so  examine  in  detail  the  reasons  on  which  the 
doctrines  we  are  considering  rest  In  some  of  the  States, 
the  statute  declares,  that  the  decree  shaU  dissolve  the  mar- 
riage only  as  to  the  innocent  party ;  and  then  the  difficulty 
is,  whether  the  other  can  marry  again  either  in  the  State 
where  the  divorce  is  granted,  or  elsewhere.  In  many  of  the 
States,  the  same  general  law  which  authorizes  the  divorce, 
forbids  the  guilty  party  to  contract  a  second  marriage ;  and 
upon  this  comes  the  doubt,  whether  he  may  marry  in  any 
other  State  or  country.  And  in  respect  to  the  various  forms 
of  statutory  enactment,  we  have  the  query,  whether,  if  the 
guilty  party  does  marry,  he  is  subject  criminally,  even  in  the 
State  which  pronounced  the  divorce,  to  punishment  under 
the  laws  against  polygamy;  and  the  still  further  query, 
whether,  notwithstanding  the  prohibition,  the  second  mar- 
riage,  even  celebrated  in  his  own  State,  is  not  valid.^ 

§  700  [657].  Some  of  these  questions'  have  passed  to 
judicial  determination.  And  thereby  the  doctrine  has  become 
established,  that  any.  divorce  which  releases  one  party  from 
the  marriage  necessarily  frees  the  other  ako,  whatever  be 
'the  terms  of  it,  or  of  the  legislative  act  under  which  it  is 
granted  ;  because  there  cannot  be  a  husband  without  a  wife, 
a  wife  without  a  husband.  If,  for  example,  the  statute  pro- 
hibits the  party  in  fault  from  contracting  a  second  marriage, 
and  nevertheless  he  contracts  one,  he  may  be  punished  crim- 
inally under  the  particular  provision,  but  not  punished  under 
a  provision  against  either  polygamy  or  adultery.^  In  refusing 
to  hold  a  defendant,  in  these  circumstances,  to  be  guilty  of 

1  Shelford  Mar.  &  Dir.  476.  *  See,  as  to  this  matter,  Vol.  I.  i  304-807. 

*  Commonwealth  v.  Putnam,  1  Pick.  136;  People  v.  Hovej,  5  Barb.  117.  And 
see  Dickson  v,  Dickson,  1  Yerg.  110, 115 ;  Calloway  v,  Biyan,  6  Jones,  N.  C.  569 ; 
Vol.  I.  §  149,  151,  304-307,  355,  374. 
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polygamy,  the  Supreme  Court  in  one  of  the  districts  of  New 
York,  by  Selden,  J.,  observed :  ^^  The  terms  husband  and 
wife  have  a  very  definite  and  precise  meaning.  They  are 
descriptive  of  persons  who  are  connected  together  by  the 
marriage  tie,  and  are  significant  of  those  mutual  rights  and 
obligations  which  flow  from  the  marriage  contract.  Until 
those  obligations  are  assumed,  there  is  no  wife ;  and  the  term 
is  then  applied,  not  merely  to  describe  a  woman  who  has 
been  married,  but  as  expressive  of  the  relation  existing  be- 
tween her  and  her  husband.  So  long  as  that  relation  con* 
tinues,  she  is  properly  a  wife ;  when  that  ceases,  the  term  is 
no  longer  applicable.  The  decree  dissolves  the  marriage, 
and  declares  that  each  party  is  freed  from  its  obligations. 
The  marriage  contract,  therefore,  is  at  an  end ;  not  only  the 
complainant  in  the  chancery  suit  [for  divorce},  but  the 
defendant  also,  is  absolved  from  all  the  obligations  arising 
out  of  thai  contract  The  relation  of  the  parties,  consisting 
of  their  mutual  rights  and  duties,  no  longer  exists ;  and  it 
would  seem  to  follow,  that  the  words  husband  and  wife, 
used  to  describe  that  relation,  have  ceased  to  be  applicable. 
Certainly  the  former  vn/Cj  as  to  whom  the  dissolution  of  the 
marriage  is  entirely  unlimited,  cannot  be  said,  after  this  de- 
cree, to  have  a  husband  living;  for  she  might  marry  again, 
and  thus,  if  that  were  so,  have  two  lawful  husbands  at  the 
same  time.  But  husband  and  wife  are  correlative  terms,  so 
defined  by  lexicographers ;  which  implies,  that,  whenever  one 
can  be  properly  applied,  there  must  be  a  person  to  whom  the 
corresponding  term  is  applicable.  If  therefore  the  defendant 
is  no  longer  the  husband  of  his  former  wife,  then  she  is  no 
longer  his  toife.  It  was  urged  in  the  argument,  that,  while 
the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  by  the  decree  was  total  and 
absolute  on  the  part  of  the  complainant,  it  was  only  partial 
as  to  the  defendant,  who  remained  subject  to  a  portion  of 
the  restraints  arising  from  the*marriage  contract.  In  answer 
to  this  it  may  be  said,  that  the  obligations  of  the  marriage 
relation  are  mutual ;  and  the  abrogation  of  them  on  one  side 
necessarily  involves  their  annihilation  on  the  other ;  and  ac- 
cordingly the  decree  itself  provides,  that  eocA  party  is  freed 
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from  those  obligations.  The  restraint  of  the  defendant,  as 
to  a  second  marriage,  arises,  not  out  of  the  marriage  contract, 
or  from  any  continuing  obligations  to  his  former  wife,  but 
exclusively  from  the  positive  prohibition  of  the  statute."  ^ 

§  7P1  [658].  The  same  general  question  came  before  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee  under  a  different  aspect.  The 
Kentucky  statute  of  1808,  c.  31,  relating  to  divorces,  provided, 
that  the  final  decree  ^' shall  not  operate  so  as  to  release  the 
offending  party,  who  shall  nevertheless  remain  subject  to  aU 
the  pains  and  penalties  which  the  law  prescribes  against  a 
marriage  while  a  former  husband  or  wife  is  living ; "  '  and  a 
woman,  divorced  in  Kentucky  for  her  fault,  removed  to  Ten- 
nessee, and  there  married.  The  Tennessee  court  held  this 
marriage  to  be  good.  Caton,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion,  ob» 
served  :  ^  I  have  with  much  perseverance  examined  and 
endeavored  to  find  some  legal  principle  that  would  avoid 
the  marriage  between  the  -  petitioner  [the  wife]  and  John 
Dickson  [the  second  husband]  ;  but,  to  my  great  regret,  I 
have  not  been  able  to  find  any  such  principle.  I  will  th^e- 
fore  briefly  state  what  I  have  found  the  law  clearly  to  be,  and 
leave  to  the  legislature  to  do  that  which  this  court  has  not 
the  power  to  do.  Mary  May  [the  petitioner]  was  legally 
divorced  from  her  husband,  Benjamin  May,  by  the  Union 
Circuit  Court  of  Kentucky,  being  a  court  of  competent  ju- 
risdiction over  the  subject-matter  and  the  parties ;  the  decree 
dissolving  the  marriage  is  conclusive  on  all  the  world.^    The 


^  People  V.  Hovey,  5  Bart).  117.  The  statute  of  bigamy  in  New  York  proyides, 
that  it  shall  not  extend  "to  any  person  by  reason  of  any  former  marriage  which 
shall  hare  been  dissolved  by  the  decree  of  a  competent  court,  for  aome  caose  other 
than  the  adaltery  of  snch  person."  And  it  is  held  to  be  no  defence  to  an  indict- 
ment for  polygamy,  that,  snbeeqnently  to  the  second  marriage,  the  first  has  been 
so  dissolved  for  a  cause  other  than  the  .defendant's  adultery,  though  the  cause 
occurred  prior  to  tiie  second  marriage.  But  if  the  decree  ^  divorce  had  been 
previoiialy  rendered,  it  would  beotfaerwise.    Baker  v.  People,  S  HiU,  K.  Tl  8S& 

*  See  Cox  v.  Combe,  2  B.  Monr.  231. 

*  Boach  V,  Gravan,  1  Yes.  sen.  157 ;  Burrows  v.  Jemino,  2  Stra.  733 ;  Bex  v. 
Boche,  1  Leach,  4th  ed.  194;  Mills  v.  Duryee,  7  CiBiich,  4S1 ;  Gralit  o.  Swift,  4 
Johns.  84. 
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statute  of  Kentucky  provides,  that  the  offending  party  (the 
petitioner  in  this  case)  shall  not  be  released  from  the  mar- 
riage contract,  but  shall  be  subject  to  all  the  pains  and  penal-^ 
ties  of  bigamy.  It  is  impossible  in  the  nature  of  things,  that 
all  the  relations  of  wife  shall  exist  when  she  has  no  husband  ; 
who,  as  soon  as  the  decree  dissolving  the  marriage  was  pro- 
nounced, was  an  unmarried  and  single  man,  freed  from  all 
connections  afid  relations  to  his  former  wife ;  and  equally  so 
was  the  petitioner  freed  from- all  marriage  ties  and  relations 
to  Benjamin  May,  in  reference  to  whom  she  stood  like  unto 
every  man  in  the  community.  Therefore  he  has  no  right  to 
complain  of  the  second  marriage ;  who  has  ?  Not  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Kentucky,  whose  penal  laws  cannot  extend 
beyond  her  own  territorial  jurisdiction,  and  cannot  be  ex- 
ecuted or  noticed  in  this  State,  where  the  second  marriage 
took  place,  and  the  violation  of  said  laws  waff  efSected.^  Had 
Mary  May  married  a  second  time  in  Kentucky,  such  marriage 
would  not  be  void  because  she  continued  the  wife  of  Benja- 
min May,  but  because  such  second  marriage  in  that  State 
would  have  been  in  violation  of  a  highly  penal  law  against 
bigamy ;  it  being  a  well-settled  principle  of  law,  that  any 
contract  which  violates  the  penal  laws  of  the  country  where 
made  shall  be  void.  The  inquiry  with  this  court  is  not,  how- 
ever, and  cannot  be,  whether  the  laws  of  Kentucky  have  been 
violated  by  this  second  marriage,  but,  have  our  own  laws 
been  violated  ?  The  act  of  1820,  c.  18,  against  bigamy, 
declares  it  felony  for  any  person  to  marry  having  a  former 
husband  or  wife  living.  Mary  May  had  no  husband  living, 
and  is  not  guilty  of  bigamy  by  our  statute;  nor  has  she 
violated  the  sanction  of  any  penal  law  of  this  State.  No 
principle  of  comity  amongst  neighboring  communities  can  be 
extended  to  give  force  and  effect  to  the  penal  laws  of  the  one 
society  ex-territorially  of  the  other ;  and,  for  many  reasons, 
it  would  be  equally  inconvenient,  not  to  say  impracticable. 


1  Folliott  V.  Ogden,  1  H.  Bl.  123,  135;  Hontfton  v,  Moore,  5  Wheat,  1,  69; 
Commonwealth  v.  Green,  17  Mass.  515,  540;  Scoville  t?.  Canfield,  14  Johns.  838  ; 
United  States  v,  Lathorp,  17  Johns.  4. 
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to  adopt  the  prinoiple  among  sister  States  of  the  American 
Union ;  for  which  this  court  has  the  conclasive  aathority 
of  the  Sapreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Houston  v. 
Moore,  5  Wheaton,  68."  Aiid  the  court,  besides  ajffirming 
the  validity  of  the  second  marriage,  further  held,  that,  though 
the  Tennessee  act  of  1820,  c.  18,  against  polygamy,  made  it 
felony  for  any  person  to  marry  having  a  former  husband  or 
wife  living,  yet  this  woman,  divorced  in  Kentucky,  had  not, 
within  the  act,  a  former  husband  living,  neither  had  she  vio* 
lated  any  law  of  Tennessee.^ 

§  702  [659].  Likewise  a  statute,  which,  in  general  terms, 
prohibits  the  guilty  party  after  a  divorce  from  marrying 
again,  does  not  apply  to  one  divorced  in  another  State  or 
country.  For,  observed  Parker,  C.  J.,  ",the  criminal  laws  of 
a  State  do  not;  ex  vigore  suOj  have  force  beyond  the  terri* 
tory  of  the  State  which  enacts  them."  '  Indeed  it  is  difficult 
to  find  any  principle  whereon  a  State  could  properly  inflict 
either  this  or  any  other  penalty  on  one  domiciled  within  its 
borders,  in  pursuance  merely  of  what  had  before  transpired 
in  another  country,  in  which  he  was  then  resident.  To  do 
this  would  be  giving  a  force  to  foreign  laws  and  adjudica- 
tions quite  beyond  any  ordinary  examples  either  of  legislative 
or  judicial  determination.  And  so  in  some  late  cases  it  has 
been  adjudged<^ 


^  Dictcson  V.  Dickson,  1  Yerg.  110.  And  see  ante,  ^  700 ;  Putnam  v.  Patnam, 
8  ^ck.  493 ;  Cambridge  p.  Lexington,  1  Pick.  506 ;  Ponsford  r.  Johnson,  2  Blatch. 
51.  Bat  see  dicta  in  Williams  v:  Oates,  5  Ire.  535,  and  Mansfield  v.  Mclntyre,  10 
Ohio,  27. 

*  Cambridge  v.  Lexington,  I  Pick.  506,  510.  "  The  statntorj  dechuration,  that 
the  delinquent  party  shall  never  marry  again  without  incurring  the  penalties  de- 
nounced for  bigamous  connections,  could  not  have  been  intended  to  apply  to  hus- 
bands who  had  never  been  either  citizens  or  domiciled  residents  of  Kentucky." 
Magaire  t;.  Maguire,  7  Dana,  181,  187.  'And  see  Commonwealth  v.  Hunt,  4  Cush. 
49 ;  Dickson  v.  Dickson,  1  Terg.  110 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Green,  17  Biass.  515 ;  1 
Oreenl.  Ev.  \  376 ;  Moigan  r.  Pettit,  3  Scam.  529. 

*  Clark  9.  Clark,  8  Cush.  385 ;  Ponsford  v,  Johnson,  2  Blatch.  51.  Li  Missis- 
sippi, the  statute  expressly  gives  the  guilty  party,  in  all  cases  after  divorce,  the 
right  to  marry.  Powell  v.  Powell,  27  Missis.  788.  A  statute  prescribing  a  higher 
punishment  ibr  a  second  ofibnoe  against  the  criminal  law  than  the  first,  is  construed 
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§  703  [659  o].  There  is  a  New  York  case,  in  which,  under 
the  statute  of  New  York,  the  contrary  has  been  laid  down  by 
way  of  dictum^  but  not  decided.  The  statute  provides,  that 
"no  second  or  other  subsequent  marriage  shall  be  contracted 
by  any  person  during  the  lifetime  of  any  former  husband  or 
wife  of  such  person,  unless  the  marriage  with  such  former 
husband  or  wife  shall  have  been  annulled  or  dissolved  for 
some  cause  other  than  the  adultery  of  such  person."  And 
Johnson,  J.,  sitting  in  the  Court  of  Appeals,  said  of  this 
statute :  "  Its  subject-matter  is  the  prohibition  of  marriages 
within  this  State,  to  certain  persons  who  come  within  its 
terms.  It  covers  the  case  of  one  married  abroad  and  di- 
vorced abroad  for  his  own  adultery,  just  as  plainly  as  it  does 
the  case  of  a  marriage  and  divorce  for  the  same  cause  here."  * 
We  may  however  observe,  that  the  construction  thus  inti- 
mated is  contrary  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Tennessee,  as 
before  stated  ;^  contrary,  also,  to  sound  canons  of  interpreta- 
tion. Let  us  test  this  naatter  by  a  few  suggestions.  For  the 
divorce,  pronounced  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction,  to  be  recognized 
as  valid  in  New  York,  one  or  both  of  the  parties  must  have 
been  domiciled  at  the  time  of  the  divorce  in  the  foreign  coun- 
try. Suppose,  in  the  first  place,  both  of  the  parties  had  then 
the  foreign  domicil.  When  the  divorced  one  goes  into  New 
York,  how  do  the  courts  of  New  York  know  such  one  to  be 
married  ?  They  can  only  inquire,  whether  the  person  was  a 
married  person  in  the  foreign  country,  at  the  time  of  coming 
to  New  York.  If  they  so  inquire,  they  learn,  that  in  such 
foreign  country  no  marriage  then  subsisted;  but,  — Has  not 
the  person  a  ^former  husband  or  wife  "  living  ?  The  inter- 
national law  knows  no  such  relation  as  that  of  unmarried 
persons  to  former  matrimonial  partners.  If  the  New  York 
law  does,  then  it  must  be  construed,  according  to  all  sound 
doctrine,  as  referring  only  to  what  has  been  done  in  New 
York,  not  to  what  has  been  done  in  the  foreign  country. 


to  require  the  first  offence  to  hare  been  oommitted  in  the  coatitry  wherein  the  stat- 
ute has  eflfect.    People  v.  Csasar,  1  Parker,  645. 
1  Cropsey  p.  Ogden,  1  Eeraan,  288,  385,  286.  *  Ante,  §  701. 
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Secondly ;  suppose,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  divorce,  only  the 
complainant  was  domiciled  abroad,  while  the  guilty  one  was 
domiciled  in  New  York,  the  New  York  courts  would  then, 
anterior  to  the  divorce,  have  held  such  guilty  one  (assuming 
her  to  be  the  wife)  to  be  sustaining  the  status  of  a  married 
woman.  After  the  divorce,  they  would  hold  her  to  be  un- 
married, not  on  account  of  any  direct  operation  in  New  York 
of  the  decree  of  divorce  rendered  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction 
against  a  citizen  of  New  York,  but  simply  because  then  she 
would  have  no  husband ;  and  a  wife  without  a  husband  is  a 
contradiction  in  terms.  Would  she  have  a  former  husband  ? 
Plainly  not ;  because  the  person  once  her  husband  was  only 
such  to  her  in  New  York  by  force  of  the  international  law, 
not  by  force  of  the  New  York  law.  And  no  New  York 
statute  should  be  construed  to  repeal  or  change  international 
law.  When  the  statute  creates  the  relation  (if  indeed  it 
does)  of  an  unmarried  woman  to  a  former  husband^  it  must  be 
construed  as  purely  a  domestic  affair ;  the  husband  must  have 
been  one  under  the  New  York  law,  not  one  under  the  inter- 
national law.  But  in  truth,  the  words  of  this  statute  should 
not  be  construed  to  ^create  an  anomalous  domestic  relation ; 
and,  not  being  so  construed,  should  be  deemed  simply  to 
prohibit  the  marriage  of  the  guilty  party  after  a  New  York 
divorce,  not  to  refer  to  what  the  New  York  courts  cannot 
take  cognizance  of,  namely,  the  innocence  or  guilt  of  persons 
under  foreign  jurisdictions. 

^704  [6596].  A  query  has  been  already  raised  in  these 
volumes,^  whether  all  prohibitions  of  second  marriage  to  the 
divorced  party  should  not  be  construed  as  operating  merely 
by  way  of  penalty,  not  as  rendering  the  marriage  void,  unless 
express  words  of  nullity  are  employed.  And  there  are  strong 
reasons  for  holding  this  to  be  their  effect.^ 


1  Vol.  L  S  306. 

^  See,  howeyer,  as  adveFse  to  thig  intimation,  Callowaj  v.  Bryan,  6  Jones,  N.  C. 
569,  which  coinpase  with  Williams  v.  Oates,  5  Ire.  iV35,  and  Park  v.  Barron,  SO 
Qa.  70S ;  ante,  S  701,  which  also  compare  with  Vol.  I.  i  S8d,  S86,  S67. . 
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§  705  [660].  Secondly.  Property  Rights  of  the  Parties  and 
third  Persons,  Coming  now  to  consider  the  effect  of  the 
dissolution  of  a  valid  marriage  upon  these  rights,  we  must 
remember,  that  the  decree  of  divorce,  so  far  from  undoing  the 
original  marriage,  expressly  affirms  it;*  and  therefore  does 
not  restore  the  parties  to  their  former  condition,  but  places 
them  in  a  new  one.  Consequently  all  transfers  of  property 
which  were  actually  executed,  either  iii  law  or  fact,  abide ; 
for  example,  the  personal  estate  of  the  wife,  reduced  to  pos- 
session by  the  husband,  remains  his  after  the  divorce,  the 
same  as  before.^  But  we  shall  see,  in  subsequent  sections, 
that  this  divorce  puts  an  end  to  all  rights  depending  upon 
the  marriage,  and  not  acttmlly  vested;  as  dower  in  the  wife, 
curtesy  in  the  husband,  and  his  right  to  reduce  to  possession 
her  choses  in  action.  When,  after  this  divorce,  the  man  dies, 
the  woman  is  not  his  widow,  therefore  no  rights  which  the 
law  gives  to  widoWs  are  hers.* 

§  706  [661].  Dower.  Of  dower.  Lord  Coke  says:  «  Con- 
cerning  the  seisin,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  same  should 
continue  during  coverture ;  for,  albeit  the  husband  aliens  the 
lands  or  tenements,  or  extinguishes  the  rents  or  commons,  &c., 
yet  the  woman  shall  be  endowed.  But  it  is  necessary  that 
the  marriage  do  continue ;  for,  if  that  be  dissolved,  the  dower 
ceases,  idri  nullum  matrimonium<i  ibi  nulla  dos.^^  *  It  is  notice- 
able, however,  that  he  is  here  speaking  of  the  effect  of  a 
decree  annulling  a  voidable  marriage ;  while  possibly  we  are 
not  to  look  to  the  English  jurisprudence  for  authorities  con- 
cerning the  consequences  of  the  dissolution  of  marriage  for 
causes  arising  subsequently  to  its  celebration.  Still  the  same 
doctrine  is  considered  applicable  in  the  latter  circumstances ; 
and  so  the  common  law  of  this  country  is  clearly  estab- 
lished, that  no  woman  can  have  dower  in  her  husband's 
lands,  unless  the  coverture  were  continuing  at  the  time  of 
his  death.     The  reason  appears  to  be,  that,  as  the  English 


1  Ante,  §  262.  >  LawBon  v.  Shotwell,  27- 1^0818.  690,  636. 

*  Dobflon  0.  Butler,  17  MIbbo.  87.  «  Co.  Lit.  82  a. 
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common  law  never  recognized  any  right  of  dower  unless  the 
woman  were  covert  when  the  huBband  died,  our  courts  can- 
not create  such  a  right  in  her  by  construction,  merely  because, 
in  consequence  of  a  legislative  enactment,  she  ia  found  in 
circumstances  unknown  to  the  common  law.^  And  this  re- 
sult is  in  harmony  with  the  universal  doctrine,  that  the 
divorce  we  are  considering  pats  an  end  to  all  rights  (as  the 
husband's  to  the  wife's  choses  in  action  and  to  curtesy)  rest- 
ing on  the  marriage,  and  not  actually  vested.^ 

§  707  [662].  It  is  a  little  remarkable,  however,  that,  when 
this  question  of  dower  arose  in  New  York,  after  having  been 
decided  in  the  way  just  mentioned  in  several  of  the  States, 
with  entire  unanimity  of  judicial  opinion,  it  travelled  through 
the  Supreme  Ck>urt,  where  it  was  passed  upon  by  a  divided 
bench,  into  the  Court  of  Appeals,  without  any  reference 
being  made,  in  either  of  these  courts,  by  the  counsel  or  by 
any  of  the  judges,  to  any  one  of  the  prior  American  direct 
adjudications,  or  to  any  of  the  numerous  illustrative  decis- 
ions, respecting  the  husband's  rights  to  the  wife's  choses  in 
action,  and  to  curtesy.  <'  The  question,"  said  the  judge  who 
pronounced  the  opinion  in  the  latter  tribunal,  '^is  entirely 
new."  In  the  Supreme  Court,  the  majority  of  the  bench 
sustained  what  we  have  seen  to  be  the  general  doctrine ; 
while,  in  the  Court  of  Appeals,  a  contrary  judgment  was 
rendered,  the  woman  being  considered  entitled  to  her  dower.^ 


1  Qiven  v.  Mair,  27  Maine,  212 ;  McCaffarty  v.  McCaflferly,  8  Blackf.  218 ;  Claik 
V.  Clark,  6  Watts  &  S.  85,  88';  4  Kent  Com.  53,  note,  54 ;  Leyins  v,  Sleator, 
2  Greene,  Iowa,  604 ;  Cunningham  v,  Cunningham,  2  Ind.  238  ;  WTiitsell  v, 
Miils,  6  Ind.  229 ;  Miltimore  v.  Miltlmore,  4  Wright,  Pa.  151 ;  Bordick  v.  Briggs, 
11  Wis.  126;  Rioe  v.  Lomley,  10  Ohio  State,  596;  McCraney  v.  McCrtnej,  5 
Iowa,  232. 

2  Ante,  §  705;  post  $  712,  714. 

>  Wait  V.  Wait,  4  Barb.  192,  4  Comet.  95.  In  the  New  Tozk  case  of  Charmand 
v.  Charruaud,  1  N.  T.  Leg.  Obs.  134,  not  referred  to  in  Watt  v.  Wait,  it  was  laid 
down,  — and  on  this  the  case  proceeded, — that  the  wife  cannot  have  dower  unless 
the  marriage  were  "  subsisting  at  the  death  of  the  husband."  See  also,  as  recog- 
nizing the  doctrine  of  Wait  v.  Wait,  Forrest  u.  Forrest,  6  Dner,  102, 153 ;  but,  in 
this  latter  case,  the  doctrine  seems  to  be  placed,  not  so  much  on  general  prin- 
ciples, as  on  the  peculiar  phraseology  of  the  New  Yotk  statute. 
•[658] 
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It  had  been  held  however  in  Ohio,  that  a  divorce  decreed  on 
the.  prayer  of  the  husband  in  a  foreign  State,  while  the  wife 
was  an  inhabitant  of  Ohio,  did  not  take  away  her  right  of 
dower  in«her.  own  State.^ 

§  708  [662  a].  That  the  wife  cannot  have  dower  unless 
she  is  wife  when  the  man  who  was  her  husband  dies,  ap- 
pears, moreover,  from  the  consideration,  that,  during  the 
coverture,  the  law  recognizes  no  interest  vested  in  her,  under 
the  name  of  dower  or  otherwise,  in  her  husband's  real  estate.^ 
Bhe  has  only  the  possibility  of  an  interest,  on  surviving  him ; 
but  there  can  be  no  survivorship  without  death,  and  the 
death  of  a  man  not  her  husband  cannot  make  her  a  survivor 
to  give  dower. 

§  709  [663].  But  in  many  or  most  of  the  United  States 
it  is  provided  by  statute,  that,  when  the  wife  is  the  innocent 
party,  she  shall  be  entitled,  immediately  on  the  divorce,  to 
dower  in  the  lands  of  the  husband,  in  like  manner  as  if  he 
were  dead.  In  such  cases,  the  dower  is  not  to  be  set  off  to 
her  in  the  divorce  suit,  but  she  is  to  recover  it  by  the  same 
process  she  would  if  he  had  died.'  Her  right  extends  as 
well  to  lands  aliened  during  the  coverture,  as  to  those  where- 
of he  was  seised  when  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  took 
place.^  This  provision  is  contained  in  the  statutes  of  Indiana ; 
and  there^  a  decree  of  divorce  having  been  rendered  with  the 
following  remarkable  and  novel  clause  in  it:  '^The  court 
being  satisfied  by  the  evidence,  that  the  complainant  and 
defendant  are  both  guilty  of  malconduct  towards  each  other, 
it  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  .  .  .  this 
divorce  is  not  granted  upon  the  misconduct  of  the  said  de- 
fendant alone,  but  upon  the  misconduct  of  both  the  paHxes^^ — 
the  wife  wsis  held  not  entitled  to  dower  under  the  statute.^ 


1  Biansfield  v.  ICcIntyre,  10  Ohio,  27. 

*  Barbour  o.  Barbonr,  46  MaiDe,  9.  '  Smith  v.  Smith,  18  Mass.  S81. 

*  ]>ayol  V.  Howknd,  14  Biass.  219 ;  Harding  o.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  140. 

*  Caaningham  v.  Cumingham,  2  Ind.  233. 
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§  710  [664].  Yet  a  wife  cannot  have  dower  in  lands  her 
husband  had  aliened  before  the  enactment  of  the  statute 
creating  this  peculiar  kind  of  dower,  though  the  statute  were 
in  force  at  the  time  of  the  divorce.  It  will  not  be  construed 
as  intended  to  apply  to  such  lands ;  or,  if  so  intended,  it  will 
be  adjudged  unconstitutional  as  divesting  vested  rights.  The 
purchaser  of  the  land  bought  it  with  such  an  incumbrance 
of  dower  as  the  law,  existing  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  put 
upon  it ;  and  the  legislature  cannot,  by  a  new  act,  enlarge 
the  incumbrance.^  It  should  be  borne  in  mind,  that,  in  re- 
spect to  dower  under  these  circumstances,  the  legislative 
enactment  creates  a  right  which,  without  it,  does  not  exist. 
But  the  same  rule  does  not  apply  where  the  right  rests  on  the 
marriage  itself ;  for  there  it  must  end,  even  as  against  third 
persons,  whenever  and  however  the  marriage  is  dissolved. 
For  example,  the  interest  of  the  husband  in  the  real  estate 
of  the  wife,  having  no  other  foundation  than  the  coverture, 
fails  with  it ;  and  the  estate  must  revert  to  her,  though  the 
divorce  is  by  special  legislative  act,  for  a  cause  unknown  to 
the  general  law.* 

§  711  [665],  Where  the  words  of  the  statute  were,  that, 
on  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  by  divorce  for  the  adultery 
of  the  husband,  the  wife  should  have  <^  h^r  dower,  to  be  as- 
signed to  her  in  the  lands  of  her  husband,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  such  husband  was  naturally  dead,"*-  it  was  decided, 
that  this  provision  applies  to  a  case,  where  neither  the  hus- 
band nor  the  wife  is  an  inhabitant  of  the  State ;  where  the 
divorce  was  decreed  by  the  courts  of  another  State,  in  which 
the  wife  was  resident,  but  in  which  the  husband  had  never 
resided  ;  and  to  lands  which  were  aliened  before  the  divorce.^ 


1  McCafiertj  v,  McOafiertj,  8  filackf.  218;  Giyen  v.  ICarr,  S7  Maine,  212; 
Comly  V.  Strader,  Smith,  Ind.  75,  1  Ind.  184.  If  the  statate  were  in  force  at 
the  time  of  the  alienation,  as-  well  as  before  the  divoroe,  it  would  be  otherwise ; 
post,  f  711.    See  also  Whitoell  v.  Mills,  6  Ind.  229. 

^  Townsend  v.  Griffin,  4  Harring.  Del.  440 ;  Starr  v.  Pease,  8  Conn.  541 ; 
Wright  r.  Wright,  2  Md.  429.    And  see  post,  ^  714. 

'  Harding  r.  Alden,  9  Ghreenl.  140.    Bat  see  the  obsermtions  of  the  court  in 
Mansfield  v.  Mclntyre,  10  Ohio,  27. 
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In  such  a  case,  if  the  lands  were  aliened  before  the  enactment 
of  the  statute,  the  doctrine  of  the  last  section  would  control, 
and  produce  a  different  result. 

§  712  [666].  Ourtesy.  The  same  common-law  doctrine 
which  we  have  been  considering,  in  it^  application  to  dower, 
applies  also  to  the  interest  which  the  husband  acquires  by 
the  marriage,  in  the  real  estate  of  the  wife.  Upon  a  divorce 
for  causes  arising  subsequently  to  its  celebration,  equally  as 
upon  a  sentence  of  nullity,  all  the  husband's  claim  to  the 
lands  of  his  wife  ceases ;  and  she  is  entitled  to  recover  im* 
mediate  possession  of  them,  not  only  as  against  him,  but  also 
as  against  his  grantee,  if  he  has  aliened  them.  The  principle 
is,  that  the  marriage  constitutes  him  tenant  in  her  right  of  all 
her  freehold  property,  during  the  coverture,  but  no  longer. 
Upon  the  birth  of  living  issue  capable  of  taking  her  estate  of 
inheritance  by  heirship,  he  becomes  tenant  by  the  curtesy 
inUiale  of  it ;  but  the  death  of  the  wife  is  necessary  to  make 
such  tenancy  consummate  ;  and  there  can  be  no  death  of  the 
wife  if  the  woman  ceases  to  be  a  wife  before  her  death.^ 
The  divorce  has  the  effect  thus  mentioned,  not  only  upon  the 
wife's  estates  of  inheritance,  but  also  upon  her  freehold  in- 
terests ;  such,  for  instance,  as  lands  which  she  holds  in  dower 
by  reason  of  a  former  marriage.^  Yet  she  cannot,  fifter  the 
divorce,  maintain  the  particular  form  of  action  called  trespass, 
against  the  husband's  grantee ;  ^  and,  the  termination  of  the 
coverture  being  the  act  of  the  law,  the  lessee  of  the  husband 
is  entitled  to  the  emblements.^ 

§  713  [667].  It  has  been  decided  in  Delaware,  that  a  legis- 


1  Wheeler  v,  Hotchkiss,  10  Conn.  825 ;  8tanr  v.  Pease,  8  Conn.  541 ;  Barber  v. 
Root,  10  Mass.  260 ;  Ren  wick  o.  Renwick,  10  Paige,  420,  424 ;  Doe  v.  Brown,  5 
Blackf.  309;  BCattocks  v.  Steams,  9  Vt.  826;  Bart  v.  Horlbort,  16  Yt.  292  ; 
Sackett  v,  Giles,  3  Barb.  Ch.  204 ;  Oldham  o.  Henderson,  5  Dana,  254 ;  Town- 
send  V.  Griffin,  4  Earring.  DeL  440 ;  Bojkin  v.  Rain,  28  Ala.  832 ;  ante,  S  710. 

*  Gould  r.  Webster,  1  Tyler,  40^.  *  Wheeler  v.  Hotchkiss,  10  Conn.  225. 

^  Gould  V,  Webster,  1  Tyler,  409 ;  Oldham  v.  Henderson,  5  Dana,  254 ;  ante, 
4  692. 
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lative  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  in  terms  restoring 
to  the  wife  all  her  lands,  has  the  effect  to  divest  ju<lgment 
liens  created  by  the  husband,  and  annul  sales  made  under 
these  liens.  The  court  put  the  decision  as  much  on  the 
necessary  operation  of  the  divorce  itself,  as  on  the  phrase- 
ology  of  the  act  granting  it.  Said  the  judge:  ^  The  right  of 
curtesy  is  a  right  appertaining  to  a  husband^  or  one  who  was 
such  at  the  wife's  death.  This  right  does  not  become  perfect 
until  issue  born  and  the  death  of  the  wife,  and  can  never  be 
perfected  if  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  be  destroyed 
before  the  wife's  death.  With  the  destruction  of  that  rela- 
tion, all  its  rights  and  obligations  cease,  of  course ;  and  the 
right  of  the  husband's  creditors  cannot  exceed  his  right.  The 
lien  of  the  judgment  in  this  case,  upon  the  husband's  interest 
as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate  in  the  wife's  lands,  was  a 
right  of  the  creditor  vested  no  further  than  as  subject  to  all 
the  legal  incidents  of  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife ;  un- 
certain in  its  character,  and  liable  to  be  divested  in  any  way 
in  which  the  relation  can  be  destroyed  before  the  husband's 
tenancy  by  the  curtesy  became  absolute."  ^  Substantially 
the  same  view  has  been  taken  of  the  matter  in  Connecticut ;  ^ 
and  it  seems  to  result  equally  well  from  principle  ^  as  from 
authority. 

• 
§  714  [668]  Choses  in  action.  The  same  general  doctrine 
now  being  considered  applies  to  the  wife's  choses  in  action. 
While- the  marital  relation  exists,  the  husband  may  reduce 
them  to  possession,  but  he  cannot  do  so  after  it  has  ended. 
His  right  to  use  his  wife's  name,  in  a  suit  to  recover  them/ 
rests  solely  upon  the  coverture,  and  ends  with  it  as  well  when 
it  is  terminated  by  divorce  as  by  death.^     And  if,  after  a 

^  Townsend  v.  Griffin,  4  Haning.  Del.  440,  442. 
<  Starr  v.  Pease,  8  Conn.  541. 

*  See  Vol.  I.  §  692 ;  ante,  f  705,  706,  708 ;  poet,  ^  714. 

*  Renwick  v.  Renwick,  10  Paige,  420,  424 ;  Browning  v.  Headley,  2  Rob.  Va. 
840 ;  Legg  v.  Legg,  8  Maas.  99;  Pink  r.  Hake,  6  Watts,  131  ,*  Lodge  v,  Hamil- 
ton, 2  S.  &  R.  491 ;  Wintercast  v.  Smith,  4  Rawle,  177.  See  also  Clarke  v. 
McCreary,  12  Sm.  &  M.  847 ;  Price  v.  Sessions,  8  How.  U.  S.  624 ;  Holmes  v. 
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divorce  has  extinguished  this-  right,  the  husband  receives 
money  on  any  thing  due  to  her  in  action,  she  may  recover  it 
of  him,  in  a  suit  for  money  had  and  received.^  The  doctrine 
is,  that  the  divorce  places  her  in  the  same  situation  in  respect 
to  this  species  of  property,  as  if  he  were  dead :  and  hence, 
when  a  legacy  for  the  wife  came  into  the  hands  of  the  hus- 
band as  executor  and  trustee ;  and  she  afterward,  on  her 
petition,  obtained  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony ; 
the  court  held,  that  he  had  not,  in  contemplation  of  law,  re- 
duced it  into  possession,  and  that  so  she  was  entitled  to  it  as 
against  him.^ 

§  715  [669].  How  far,  on  the  decease  of  the  husband,  his 
assignee  of  the  wife's  choses  in  action  can  claim  them  as 
against  her,  appears  not  to  be  entirely  settled  upon  authority.^ 
But  her  rights,  whatever  they  ftiay  be,  are  the  same  upon  a 
divorce  as  upon  the  husband's  death.^  Assuming  that  the 
assignee  for  a  valuable  consideration  is  protected  as  against 
her,^  still  the  mere  creditor  is  not ;  and  such  creditor  cannot 
set  off  against  her  sole  suit  a  debt  which  the  husband  had 
contracted.^  Thus,  those  who  administer  on  the  estate  of  a 
divorced  wife's  deceased  father  cannot  diminish  her  claim  for 
her  share  in  the  estate,  by  showing  a  loan  made  by  the  father 
to  the  husband  during  the  cohabitation.  But  they  can  set 
up,  in  diminution  of  it,  an  advance  so  made  by  the  father  to 


Holmee,  4  Barb.  295;- White  v.  White,  5  Barb.  474;  Wood  r.  Simmons,  20 
Misso.  36d. 

1  Legg  V.  Legg,  8  Maaa.  99.  '  Kintzinger's  Estate,  2  Ashm.  455. 

*  2  Kent  Com.  186  et  seq.     See  post,  §  735.  ^  Ante,  ^  714. 

*  Where  a  hosband  assigned  his  wife's  chose  in  action,  without  consideration ; 
and  the  assignee  assigned  it  for  good  consideration,  to  another  who  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts  concerning  the  first  assignment ;  and  thereupon  the  wife  obtained 
a  divorce  a  vinculo,  and  this  second  assignee  received  afterward  the  money  in  pay- 
ment of  this  chose  in  action ;  it  was  held,  she  conld  not  recover  the  money  back. 
McConnell  v,  Wenrich,  4  Harris,  Pa.  865.  But  other  authorities  do  not  place  the 
assignee  in  any  better  condition  than  the  husband.  Such  was  the  doctrine  estab- 
lished in  a  late  Missouri  case,  very  fully  considered.  Wood  v,  Simmons,  20  Misso. 
863.    See  post,  ^  785. 

*  Fink  r.  Hake,  6  Watts,  181.    And  see  Lodge  v.  Hamilton,  2  S.  &  R.  491. 

[568] 


§  716  CONSBQUBNCBS  OF  DIVORCE.       [BOOK  Vn. 

him  on  her  acconnt.^  And  in  respect  to  the  assignee  of  the 
husband,  even  supposing  him  to  be  protected  in  his  assign- 
ment, still  his  right  can  never  exceed  the  assignor's,  which  is, 
not  absolutely  to  recover  the  chose  in  action,  but  to  recover 
it  subject  to  her  claim  for  an  equitable  provision  oat  of  it.  In 
determining  the  amount  of  such  provision,  the  ill-conduct  of 
the  husband,  on  which  the  divorce  was  founded,  may  be  taken 
into  the  account ;  and,  in  a  case  wherein,  besides  such  ill- 
conduct,  it  appeared,  that,  before  the  assignment  of  the  par- 
ticular chose  in  action  in  controversy,  he  had  received  and 
squandered  much  of  her  fortune,  the  court  allowed  her  the 
whole.2 

§  716  [669  a].  Lands  conveyed  to  Husband  and  Wife.  It 
is  familiar  to  the  legal  profession,  that,  if  during  coverture 
married  parties  receive  a  deed  of  land  running  to  the  two 
jointly,  a  peculiar  estate  is  created,  in  consequence  of  which 
the  survivor  will  take  the  whole,  though  the  other  had  aliened 
of  it  whatever  he  could  alien.  There  is  a  late  Tennessee 
case  wherein  it  appeared,  that,  after  husband  and  wife  had 
become  so  seised  of  real  estate,  it  was  levied  upon  under  ex- 
ecution  and  sold,  for  the  husband's  debts ;  and  then  the  wife 
obtained  a  divorce  a  wnctdo  from  him,  for  his  fault ;  and  the 
court  held,  that  the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  retain  the  land 
until  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  forever,  unless,  after  the 
husband's  death,  she  should  be- living,  when  it  would  become 
hers  absolutely.  The  decision  proceeded  upon  common-law 
principles,  but  the  court  supposed  the  exact  question  had 
never  before  been  adjudicated.^  If  the  author's  views  of  this 
point  be  deemed  worthy  of  examination,  they  are  here  given, 
as  follows :  The  purchaser  under  the  execution  could  stand 
in  no  better  situation  toward  the  wife,  in  respect  of  this  land, 
than  the  husband  stood ;  because  the  well-established  doc- 
trine, that,  were  the  husband  to  sell  such  an  estate,  and  then 


1  Hake  v.  Fink,  9  Watts,  836. 

*  Browning  v,  Headley,  2  Bob.  Va.  840.    See  Page  v.  Ettea,  19  Pidc.  W9; 
post,  \  733. 
'  Amea  v.  Nonnan,  4  Sneed,  6S8. 
[664] 
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« 

die,  it  would  immediately  become  absolutely  the  wife's,  shows 
this  estate  to  be  one  in  which  no  third  person  can  stand  su- 
perior to  the  husband.  '  But  could  the  husband  thus  hold  the 
estate,  after  the  divorce,  if  it  were  not  sold,  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  wife  ?  If  he  could,  then  he  would  have  in  it  a  supe^ 
rior  right  to  hers ;  but  the  settled  law  of  such  an  estate  is, 
that  here  husband  and  wife  are  equal.  She,  on  the  other 
hand  also,  could  not  hold  it  exclusively  as  against  him. 
Moreover,  it  could  not  revert  to  the  grantor ;  because  all  the 
interest  of  the  grantor  had  gone  out  of  himself,  and  the  op* 
eration  of  the  divorce  did  not,  like  a  sentence  annulling  a 
voidable  marriage,  extend  back  beyond  the  time  it  was  pro- 
nounced ;  it  did  not  send  its  influence  so  far  back  as  to  affect 
the  grantor's  deed.  The  result  is,  that  two  persons,  a  man 
and  a  woman,  once  married,  but  not  married  now,  have  to- 
gether the  entire  fee  of  the  estate,  neither  one  having  a  claim 
superior  to  the  other.  "While  they  were  in  law  one  person, 
their  interest  in  the  estate  was  indivisible ;  but  the  law  has 
come  and  severed  their  unity  of  person,  so  also  has  it  sev- 
ered, in  the  same  way,  their  unity  of  estate,  making  them 
tenants  in  common. 

§  717  [670.]  Marriage  Settlements^  Sfc,  Prom  the  propo- 
sition, that  the  divorce  we  are  considering  divests  each  party 
of  those  executory  property  rights  which  have  no  basis  but 
the  coverture,  such  as  curtesy,  dower,  and  the  husband's  claim 
to  the  wife's  choses  in  action,  while  it  has  no  operation  upon 
vested  interests,^  it  follows,  that  property  settled  upon  the 
husband  or  wife,  or  held  by  third  persons  for  the  benefit  of 
either,  remains  usually  after  the  divorce  tfa^  same  as  before.^ 
And  it  is  immaterial  in  respect  of  this  question,  as  it  is  in 
respect  of  the  questions  already  discussed,  for  what  cause 
the  marriage  was  dissolved,  or  which  party  was  the  guilty 
one.     Thus,  where,  pursuant  to  an  antenuptial  agreement. 


^  Ante,  S  705-715. 

<  Bnfialoe  v.  WhitedMr,  3  Harris,  Pa.  18S ;  Dalton  v.  BemafdstoD,  9  Mmb. 
801 ;  West  Cambridge  .v.  Lexington,  1  Pick.  506. 

VOL  II,  48  £566] 


§  717  CONSBQtJBNCES  OF  DIVORCB.  [BOOK  VII. 

hnsband  and  wife  had  conveyed  her  real  estate  to  a  trustee, 
to  be  held  for  her  benefit  during  her  life,  with  a  life  interest 
in  the  husband  if  he  should  survive  her,  and  then  to  the  heirs 
of  the  wife  on  the  decease  of  both,  making  him  thus  substan- 
tially tenant  by  the  curtesy,  —  it  was  decided^  that  he  lost  no 
rights  under  this  settlement  by  a  divorce  for  his  fault  from 
the  bond  of  matrimony ;  and  that  so  he  would  still  be  en- 
titled, surviving  her,  to  the  use  of  this  property  during  his 
life.^  In  like  manner,  where  a  husband  and  wife  entered  into 
an  agreement,  through  a  trustee,  intended  to  secure  her  a 
separate  maintenance;  the  husband  covenanting  with  the 
trustee,  who  undertook  to  be  responsible  for  any  debts  of  her 
contracting,  that  he  would  pay  him  for  her  use  a  certain  sum, 
in  regular  instalments,  "  as  alimony  for  and  during  the  term 
of  her  natural  life ; "  it  was  held,  that  a  subsequent  divorce  — 
the  record  does  not  show  for  whose  fault  decreed  —  followed 
by  a  marriage  of  the  wife,  did  not  discharge  the  former  hus- 
band from  his  liability  to  maintain  her  under  his  covenants.' 
This  doctrine  was  in  a  New  York  case  questioned  by  Assist- 
ant y,  C.  Hoffman,  who  laid  down  the  proposition,  <'  that  a 
decree  for  a  divorce  a  vinciUo  vuUrimomi^  for  the  crime  of  the 
wife,  annuls  every  provision  made  for  a  wife  in  marriage  ar- 
ticles, or  a  marriage  settlement  in  the  nature  of  jointure,  or 
otherwise,  as  well  as  any  provision  in  articles  executed  upon 
a  separation.''  But  in  the  case  before  him  he  sustained  the 
claim  of  the  woman ;  it  appearing,  that,  during  the  coverture, 
the  husband,  knowing  she  was  guilty  of  adultery,  had  en- 
tered into  articles  of  separation,  and  covenanted  to  pay  her 
an  annuity ;  the  payment  of  which  annuity  he  had  actually 
continued  for  three  years  after  the  divorco^  and  had  then  made 


1  Baboock  v.  Smith,  82  Pick.  61. 

'  Blaker  v.  Ck)oper,  7  S.  &  B.  500 ;  s.  p.  whero  the  wife  was  the  party  delin- 
qnent,  Miller  v.  Miller,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  103.  And  see  Heayiside  v.  Lardner,  3  Law 
Reporter,  201,  218,  Aug.  1840,  before  Baron  Gomey ;  Jee  v.  Thnriow,  4  D.  &  B. 
11 ;  McGowan  v,  Caldwell,  1  Cranch  C.  C.  481,  where  a  diyoroe  a  vinailo,  m 
which  it  was  declared  in  the  decree  that  artidee  preYionslj  entered  huto  for  alimony 
flhould  remain  in  foil  force,  was  held  to  be  no  bar  to  an  action  on  a  bond  giyen  to 
■ecnre  the  performance  of  those  articles. 
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a  new  agreement  directly  with  her,  secured  by  mortgage  of 
his  real  estate, — to  foreclose  which  mortgage  she,  after  con- 
tracting a  second  marriage,  brought  her  bill.^ 

§  718  [671].  Where  a  testator  directed  an  annuity  to  be 
paid  to  his  nephew  Thomas  Bullock  and  Rebecca  his  wife^  and 
their  children ;  and,  after  he  had  died,  the  marriage  between 
Thomas  and  Rebecca  was  dissolved,  but  the  trustees,  Thomas 
being  alive,  refused  to  pay  over  any  portion  of  the  annuity  to 
her ;  it  was  held,  on  demurrer  to  her  bill  brought  to  enforce 
the  payment  of  such  portion  as  the  court  should  order,  that 
she  was  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed.  She  being  personally 
named  in  the  bequest,  the  word  ^*  wife  "  must  be  understood 
as  descriptive  of  the  person,  not  of  the  character  in  which  she 
was  to  take.  It  does  not  appear  what  proportion  of  the  an-  * 
nuity  the  court  finally  awarded  her.^ 

§  719  [672].  But  it  would  seem, —  though  we  have  little 
light  on  this  point,  —  that,  when  a  court  of  equity  is  called 
upon  to  exercise  a  discretionary  power,  as  to  decree  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  a  contract,^  it  will,  if  justice  requires,  re- 
fuse, after  the  marriage  is  dissolved,  to  give  effect  to  a  mere 
agreement  for  a  settlement  Thus,  where,  before  the  nuptials, 
there  had  been  a  contract  between  the  parties  and  trustees,  in 
which  the  intended  husband  undertook,  that,  after  the  nup- 
tials, he  would  convey  to  the  trustees  certain  property,  to  be 
held  in  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  and  profits  to  himself  dur- 
ing his  natural  life ;  and,  in  case  of  his  death,  ^^  leaving  the 
said  Mary/'  the  intended  wife,  then  to  pay  the  same  to  her, 
with  certain  limitations  over;  and,  before  he  had  executed 
the  conveyance,  there  was  a  divorce  on  his  prayer  for  her 
fault,  and,  after  this,  he  died,  —  it  was  held,  that  a  suit  in 
equity  for  her  benefit  could  not  be  maintained,  to  enforce  the 

* 

1  Charmaud  r.  Chamiand,  1  N.  T.  Leg.  Obs.  134.  See  also  Hasdogs  v.  Orde, 
11  Sim.  205. 

s  Ballock  v.  Zill^,  Saxton,  489. 

*  And  see  in  regard  to  this  difltiactioii,  CharmaQd  v.  Charraaad,  1  N.  Y.  Leg. 
Obfl.  134.    And  see  post,  $  741. 
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specific  performance  of  the  agreement.  ^  The  marriage," 
said  the  court, ''  is  dissolved ;  and  all  rights  and  obligations 
dependent  on  the  existence  of  the  marriage  relation  are  ex- 
tinguished. The  parties  are  no  longer  husband  and  wife,  but 
are  permitted  to  marry  at  pleasure.  The  husband  is  released 
from  all  obligation  to  maintain  the  wife,  and  bifi  right  to  her 
separate  property  is  at  an  end.  The  rights  of  the  wife,  to  his 
estate,  and  to  receive  a  support  from  it,  further  than  they  are 
saved  by  the  statute  or  allowed  by  the  court  in  the  way  of 
alimony,  are  determined.  It  follows,  that  this  suit  cannot  be 
maintained.  The  sole  object  of  the  agreement,  so  far  as  the 
wife  was  concerned,  was  to  provide  her  a  support  as  the 
widow  of  Somerville  [the  husband].  Before  any  estate 
vested  in  the  trustees,  the  marriage  was  dissolved,  for  her 
misconduct,  and  she  ceased  to  be  his  wife.  He  was  no  longer 
legally  or  morally  bound  to  support  her,  or  to  carry  into  effect 
any  provision  previously  intended  for  that  purpose.  His  duty 
to  support  her  was  extinguished  by  the  dissolution  of  the 
marriage,  and  with  it  fell  her  right  to  demand  the  execution 
of  the  trust.  It  is  only  in  the  capacity  of  wife,  or  widow; 
that  she  can  compel  the  performance  of  the  agreement  This 
must  be  the  basis  of  her  right  to  relief.  She  stands  in  neither 
relation.  Ceasing  io  be  the  wife  of  Somerville  when  living, 
she  could  not  become*  his  widow  by  surviving  him.  If  the 
estate  had  been  conveyed  to  the  trustee  in  pursuance  of  the 
agreement,  it  is  possible  that  her  right  to  receive  the  income 
would  not  be  lost  by  the  divorce;  but,  upon  this  question, 
we  express  no  opinion.*'  ^ 

§  720  [672  a].  There  is  some  difficulty  in  laying  down, 
even  when  we  make  the  attempt  unfettered  by  precedent, 
precise  rules  concerning  the  operation  of  settlements,  agree- 
ments for  settlement,  agreements  for  separate  maintenance, 
and  the  like,  after  a  divorce  has  dissolved  the  marriage.  But 
suppose  there  is  a  mere  executory  agreement  to  pay  money, 

1  Clftrke  V.  Lott,  II  HI.  105.    And  see  Cartwright  v,  CartwHght,  19  Eng.  X«*  & 
Eq.  46. 
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to  transfer  property,  and  so  on,  while  what  is  so  agreed  re- 
mains undone ;  and  suppose  the  consideration  for  the  agree- 
ment to  be  the  marriage,  or  the  obligations  which  grow  out 
of  the  marriage,  —  here,  if  the  marriage  is  dissolved,  the  con- 
sideration, which  is  the  life  and  the  soul  of  the  agreement,  is 
taken  out  of  it,  and  nothing  remains  therefore- to  be  enforced. 

§  721  [672  6].  Suppose  again  the  application  is  made  to  a 
court  of  equity  to  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract of  the  kind  under  consideration,  and  nothing  appears  in 
the  case,  such  as  is  mentioned  in  the 'last  section,  showing 
the  contract  to  have  become  void  in  law,  still  the  court  of 
equity,  acting  on  the  familiar  rule  that  he  who  would  have 
equity  must  do  equity,  might  either  refuse  absolutely  to  de- 
cree the  performance,  or  refuse  unless  the  plaintiff-  would  ex- 
ecute what  was  right  in  the  premises.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  may  be  agreements  of  the  general  nature  now  under 
consideration,  the  enforcement  of  which,  after  a  divorce, 
would  be.  legal,  equitable,  and  just. 

§  722.  In  a  late  Massachusetts  case,  it  appeared  that  by 
articles  of  separation  a  husband  covenanted,  in  consideration 
*  of  his  wife's  withdrawing  a  libel  for  divorce,  to  pay  a  sum 
yearly  to  a  trustee  for  her  use  during  her  life.  Afterward  the 
wife,  by  another  similar  libel,  obtained  a  decree  of  divorce 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  and  for  alimony,  fixed,  by 
agreement  at  the  same  sum  which  was  payable  under  the 
articles ;  and  the  wife,  after  receiving  two  instalments  qf  the 
alimony,  married  another  man,  whereupon  the  alimony  was* 
reduced  by  the  court  to  a  nominal  sum.  It  was  therefore 
held,  on  a  suit  brought  by  the  trustee  against  the  husband, 
that  the  latter  was*  not  holden,  under  these  circumstances,  to 
pay  the  money  he  had  contracted  in  the  articles  to  pay.  It 
seemed  to  be  admitted  in  the  case,  that  the  decree  for  ali- 
mony was,  by  the  understanding  of  the  parties  and  the  court 
at  the  time  it  was  pronounced,  to  stand  in  the  stead  of 
the  provision  made  under  the  articles ;  therefore  the  articles 
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were,  for  this  reason,  if  no  other,  practically  made  void  by  tbe 
decree  in  the  divorce  suit.^ 

§  723  [673].  CapacUp  to  be  Witnesses  in  each  otker's  Suits. 
After  the  marriage  is  dissolved  by  divorce,  the  wife  has  not 
the  incapacity  of  interest  preventing  her  from  being  a  witness 
for  or  against  her  late  husband,  in  his  suits.  Still  whatever 
occurred  during  the  coverture  remains  under  the  protection 
of  the  rule  of  public  policy,  which,  to  promote  freedom  and 
harmony  in  matrimonial  intercourse,  holds  as  confidential  all 
facts  affecting  either  party,  the  knowledge  whereof  came  from 
any  source  to  the  other  during  the  subsistence  of  this  rela- 
tion.^ Therefore  when  the  relation  is  terminated  by  divorce, 
tbe  woman  is  on  this  ground  disqualified  to  testify  against 
her  former  husband,  concerning  any  matter  occurring  while 
it  continued.^  But  the  privilege  of  this  protection  may  be 
waived  by  both  parties  consenting  to  waive  it,  after  a  di- 
vorce, though  it  appears  they  will  not  be  permitted  to  waive 
it  before ;  ^  and  so,  if  the  divorced  wife  is  willing,  she  may 
testify  in  favor  of  her  late  husband  to  whatever  happened 
during  the  coverture.  Thus,  in  an  action  for  criminal  con- 
versation, brought  by  the  husband  against  the  adulterer,  the 
divorced  wife  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  adultery.^  * 
And  this  principle  has  been  carried  to  the  extent  of  permit- 
ting the  widow,  the  marriage  being  dissolved  by  death,  to 
testify  to  disclosures  of  the  husband,  which  "  he  could  not 
have  wished  to  conceal,  but  must  have  desij«d  to  make 
know/],  through  her,  if  be  found  no  other  means  of  doing 


1  Albee  v.  Wyman,  10  Gray,  222.  ^  1  Greenl.  Et.  ^  SS4, 335,  388. 

'  Barnes  v.  Camack,  1  Barb.  392 ;  The  State  v,  J.  K.  B»,  I  Tyler,  36,  overruled 
in  The  State  9.  Phelps,  2  Tyler)  374 ;  The  State  v.  Jolly,  3  Bey.  &  Bat.  110 ; 
Monroe  v,  Twistleton,  Feake  £y.  App.  ed.  of  1822,  p.  89,  Peake  Ad.  Cas.  219. 

*  Barker  v.  Dixie,  Gas.  temp.  Hardw.  264;  2  Darnell  Ch.  PraoL  Peridns'i  ed. 
988 ;  1  GreenL  Ky.  \  340.  Yet  see  Meniam  o.  Hartford  and  New  Haven  Raiboad, 
20  Conn.  354. 

«  Ratcliff  9.  Wales,  1  Hill,  N.  Y.  68 ;  Dickerman  v.  Graves,  6  Cnsh.  308.  -'  And 
see  Stanton  v.  Wilkon,  8  Day,  37. 
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so*/'  ^  In  like  manner,  daring  the  coverture,  where  a  statute 
takes  away  the  disqualification  of  interest,  the  wife,  it  has 
been  held,  may  be  a  witness /or  her  husband.^ 

§  734  [674].  Other  Consequences.  The  dissolution  of  a 
valid  marriage  does  not  impair  the  right  of  the  husband  to 
maintain,  against  a  third  person,  the  action  of  criminal  con- 
versation for  debauching  the  wife  while  the  coverture  ex- 
isted.^ 

§  725  [675].  But  such  dissolution  takes  away  the  hus- 
band's right  to  administer  on  his  late  wife's  estate  after  her 
decease.  Yet  conduct. which  would  have  entitled  the  wife 
to  a.  divorce,  if  she  had-  applied  for  it,  does  not  have  the 
effect,  if  in  fact  no  divorce  was  obtained.^ 


1  The  State  v.  JoUj,  3  Dey.  &  Bat.  110;  Hester  0.  Hester,  4  Dey.  228.  Pro- 
fteior  Greenleaf,  1  Greenl.  Et.  ^  838,  after  Bajtqg,  the  mle  eonoeming  oonfidentiai 
oomnuinicationa  has  an  application  to  husband  and  wife  like  what  it  has  to  client 
and  attorney,  adds :  "  Accordingly  the  wife,  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  has 
been  held  competent  to  prove  facts  coming  to  her  knowledge  fnm  ether  9ource$,  and 
not  by  means  of  her  sitoation  as  wife,  notwithstanding  they  related  to  the  transac- 
tions of  her  husband."  And  he  cites  Coffin  v.  Jones,  13  Pick.  445 ;  Williams  v. 
Baldwin,  7  Yt.  506;  Welles  o.  Tucker,  3  Binn.  S66.  These  authorities  certainly 
give  some  countenance  to  this  distinction,  but  no  one  of  them  appears  very  clearly 
to  establish  it ;  and  it  is  believed  that  the  view  taken  in  the  text  best  accords  both 
with  the  reason  of  the  thing  and  the  decided  cases.  Tet  perhaps  the  true  view  may 
be  to  consider  the  reasoning  of  the  text  as  applicable  to  cases  where  the  husband, 
afl«r  a  divorce,  is  a  party  to  the  suit,  or  his  legal  representatives,  after  his  death, 
are  parties ;  and  the  reasoning  of  Professor  Oreenleaf  as  applicable  to  cases,  where, 
if  the  husband  were  alive,  he  would  be  a  competent  witness,  but  where,  at  the  same  . 
time,  neither  the  husband  nor  the  wife  eoold  be  called  upon  to  disclose  mattezs 
resting  in  the  confidence  of  the  matrimonial  relation.  And  see  McGuire  o.  Mar 
lony,  1  B.  Monr.  224 ;  Aveson  o.  Kinnaird,  6  East,  188.  Tet  see  Cornell  r.  Yan- 
artsdalen,  4  Barr,  364,  and  other  cases  cited  by  Greenl.  in  later  editions. 

*  Merriam  v.  Hartford  and  New  Haven  Railroad,  supra.    And  see  Mayrant  o. 
Guignard,  3  Strob.  £q.  112;  Bisbing  v,  Graham,  2  Hanris,  Pa.  14. 

'  Ealer  v.  Flomerfelt,  1  Wheat.  Dig.  ed.  of  1843,  828, 1  Ashm.  53,  note;  Rat- 
cliff  9.  Wales,  I  HUl,  N.  T.  63;  Dickerman  v.  Graves,  6  Gush.  308. 

*  Altemus's  case,  1  Ashm.  49.    And  see  Lodge  o.  Hamilton,  2  8.  &  R.  491. 
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III.    The  Divorce  from  Bed  and  Board. 

§  726  [676].  We  have  already  had  occasioD  incidentally 
to  consider  various  points  concerning  the  effect  of  a  divorce 
from  bed  and  board.^  The  cardinal  doctrine  is,  that  the 
marriage  remains  in  full  force,  but  the  parties  are  legally 
authorized  to  live  separate.  Yet  the  precise  effect  of  this 
divorce,  in  many  minor  particulars,  is  subject  to  doubt  and 
conflict  in  the  American  authorities ;  though  most  of  these 
questions  are  settled  in  England.  Perhaps  the  true  view  is 
to  consider  the  result  as  modified  by  the  phraseology  of  dif- 
ferent statutes,  and  sometimes  by  the  language  of  the  specific 
decree. 

§  727  [677].  Obviously  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board  does 
not  entitle  either  of.  the  parties  to  marry  again.  And  there 
is  no  difference  in  this  respect,  whether  it  was  granted  by 
a  domestic  or  a  foreign  tribunal.^  We  have  seen,  that  there 
was  a  tune  in  the  history  of  the  English  law,  when  persons 
separated  a  mensd  et  thoro  were  not  punishable  as  polyga- 
mists,  if  they  contracted  a  second  marriage ;  yet  the  second 
marriage  was  void,  the  same  as  now ;  because  the  first  was 
still  subsisting.^ 

§  728  [678].  In  England  the  107th  canon  of  1603  provides,* 
that,  "in  all  sentences  pronounced  only  for  divorce  and  sepa- 
ration a  thoro  et  mensdj  there  shall  be  a  caution  and  restraint 
inserted  in  the  act  of  the  said  sentence,  that  the  parties  so 
separated  shall  live  chastely  and  continently ;  neither  shall 
they,  during  each  other's  life,  contract  matrimony  with  other 
persons.  And  for  the  better  observation  of  this  last  clause, 
the  said  sentence  of  divorce  shall  not  be  pronounced  until 


1  Ante,  ^  226,  228,  435-440,  442. 

3  Young  9.  Najlor,  1  Hill,  £q.  383.  •  Vol.  L  ^  297,  299 ;  ante,  f  22ft. 

*  In  respect  to  these  canons,  see  Vol.  I.  S  Sl>  918 ;  ante,  f  241. 
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the  party  or  parties  requiring  the  same  shall  have  giveif 
good  and  sufficient  caution  and  security  into  the  court,  that 
they  will  not  any  way  break  or  transgress  the  said  restraint 
or  prohibition."  ^  In  obedience  to  this  canon,  the  Ecclesiastical 
Courts  required  the  promoter,  on  the  cause  being  assigned 
for  hearing,  if  the  husband,  to  give  a  bond  in  one  hundred 
pounds,  with  one  surety  payable  to  the  judge  personally,  his 
executors,  and  administrators,  conditioned,  that  he  wiU  not 
at  any  time  thereafter,  during  the  life  of  the  defendant,  inter- 
marry with  any  other  individual.  If  the  wife  is  the  party 
^  promoting,  a  man  must  execute  the  bond  in  her  stead.^  This 
must  be  done  before  the  sentence  of  divorce  is  signed ;  other- 
wise, by  the  108th  canon,  the  sentence  itself  is  void.  But 
it  is  held,  that,  if  the  bond  is  omitted  through  mistake, 
the  court  has  power  to  correct  the  error,  by  permitting  it  to 
be  filed  afterward,  and  then  signing  the  sentence  anew.^ 
This  is  a  peculiarity  of  the  English  canon  law,  probably  not 
binding  upon  any  of  the  American  tribunals ;  there  being  no 
reported  case  in  which  the  practice  has  been  followed. 

§  729  [679].  It  was  observed  by  the  Louisiana  court,  that 
a  divorce  from  bed  and  board  as  completely  separates  the 
parties  as  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony;  except 
that,  after  the  former,  neither  of 'them  can  legally  marry 
again.^  If  the  Louisiana  law  is  as  thus  indicated,  it  differs 
greatly  from  the  law  of  England  and  of  the  other  American 
States.  A  more  accurate  statement  of  the  general  law  would 
be,  that  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board  works  no  change  in 
the  relation  of  the  parties,  either  to  each  other  or  to  third 
persons,  except  in  authorizing  them  to  live  apart  until  they 
mutually  come  together.^     In  coming  together,  no  new  mar- 


1  Poynter  Mar.  &  Dir.  339.  *  Coote  Be.  Praot  343/  344. 

>  Dysart  v.  Dysart,  1  Robertson,  643. 

*  Savoie  v.  Ignogoso,  7  La.  281,  285.  Bat  the  divorce  does  not  diflsolve  the 
marriage.    Gree  o.  Thompson,  11  La.  An.  657. 

^  "  The  diroroe  is  only  a  legal  separation,  terminable  at  the  will  of  the  pardes ; 
the  marriage  continuing  in  regard  to  every  thing  not  necessarily  withdrawn  fit)m 
its  operation  by  the  divorce."    Dean  v.  Richmond,  5  Pick.  461,  468 ;  ante,  §  228. 
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*riage  is  required ;  neither,  it  seems,  under  the  general  law, 
are  any  new  proceedings  in  court  necessary ;  but  the  recon- 
ciliation, of  its  own  force,  annuls  the  sentence  of  separation* 
How  this  particular  matter  stands  under  various  statutory 
enactments,  and  under  decrees  differing  in  form  from  the 
English,  appears  not  clear  upon  the  authorities.^ 

§  730  [680].   This  divorce  does  not,  at  common  law,  and 
without  statutory  aid,  change  the  relation  of  the  parties  as 
to  property.^     Thus  it  neither  takes  away  the  right  of  the 
wife  to  dower,  nor  entitles  her  to  retover  it  during  the  life^ 
of  the  husband.^ 

§  731  [681].  For  the  reasons  already  mentioned,  thi^  di- 
vorce does  not,  at  the  common  law,  take  from  the  husband 
his  right  to  the  possession  of  the  wife's  real  estate,  either 
during  her  life  or  after  her  death,  if  he  is  otherwise  entitled 
to  it,  as  tenant  by  the  cmjj«sy.*  But  some  of  the  States 
have  the  statutory  provision,  that,  upoh  the  divorce,  she  may 
take  immediate  possession  of  her  real  property.  Still  such 
a  statute  does  not  operate  to  destroy  the  matrimonial  rela- 
tion ;  it  only  authorizes  her  to  recover  and  enjoy  her  lands, 
even  as  against  purchasers  from  the  husband  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  coverture  were  termi- 
nated. She  may  enforce  this  right  in  an  action  against  the 
tenant.* 

§  732  [682].  In  like  manner  the  husband's  common  law 
right  to  reduce  into  possession  the  wife's  choses  in  action 


1  Barrere  v.  Barrore,  4  Johns.  Ch.  187 ;  ThompBon  v.  Thompflon,  2  Dall.  128 ; 
McKarracher  o,  McEarracher,  3  Testes,  56 ;  Stephens  v.  Totty,  Cro.  EUz.  908. 

*  Kriger  v,  Daj,  2  Pick.  816 ;  Clark  v,  Clark,  6  Watts  &  S.  85 ;  Dean  v.  Bich- 
mond,  5Pick.  461. 

*  Park  on  Dower,  20 ;  Stowell's  case,  Oodb.  145;  Powell  v.  Weeks,  Noy,  108; 
Gk>dol.  Ab.  505 ;  Tebbs  on  Adultery  &  Dir.  218.  And  see  Potier  o.  Barclay,  15 
Ala.  489 ;  Qee  v,  Thompson,  1 1  La.  An.  657. 

^  Smoot  V.  Lecatt,  1   Stew.  690;  Rochon  v,  Lecatt,  2  Stew.  429;  Clark  v. 
«Clark,  6  Watts  &  S.  85. 

«  Kriger  v.  Day,  2  Pick.  816 ;  and  see  Page  v.  Estes,  19  Pick.  269. 
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remains,  after  this  divorce,  as  before.*  And  he  may  release 
a  chose  in  action,  as  a  legacy,  due  to  her.^  But  he  cannot 
release  her  judgment  for  costs  against  himself  in  the  divorce 
suit;  because,  since  the. law  gives  her  the  authority  to  act 
adversely  to  him,  in  this  suit,  it  carries  with  the  authority  all 
the  necessary  consequences.^  Neither,  it  appears,  can  he 
release  her  costs  against  a  third  person,  where  she  has  the 
right  to  sue  sole  in  a  matter  which  concerns  her  individually. 
Thus  where  a  wife,  divorced  a  mensd  et  thoroy  had  proceeded 
in  the  spiritual  court  against  a  woman  for  adultery  with  her 
husband,  and  there  obtained  a  decree  for  costs  against  this 
woman ;  which  costs  he  had  released,  but  the  spiritual  court 
refused  to  acknowledge  the  release,  and  the  adulteress  ap- 
plied to  the  common-law  court  for  prohibition ;  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Holt  stated  the  law,  with  its  reasons,  as  follows :  "  If 
a  feme  covert  sue  sole  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  for  defama- 
tion, as  she  may  if  she  cohabit  with  her  husband,  he  may 
release  the  costs  ;  but,  if  they  are  divorced  a  mensd  et  ihoroy 
there,  in  such  case,  or  of  incontinency,  &c.,  he  cannot  release 
the  costs;  and  the  reason  is,  that,  if  they  are  divorced  a 
mensd  et  thoro,  the  husband  allows  his  wife  alimony^  and  the 
costs  of  the  suit  are  out  of  the  alimony ;  and  therefore  he 
cannot  discharge  the  one  more  than  the  other.  .  .  .  Yet  if 
the  suit  be  there  for  a  legacy  devised  to  the  wife,  which  is 
originally  due  to  the  baron  and  feme,  and  is  not  part  of  the 
alimony,  he  may  release  the  suit,  and  also  the  costs ;  because 
he  may  discharge  the  principal.  My  opinion  is,  there  should 
be  a  prohibition  in  this  case.  But  here  you  say  alimony  is 
sentenced  to  Hewson's  wife ;  prove  that,  and  then  it  is  in  our 
discretion  not  to  grant  a  prohibition."^  In  another  case, 
where  the  husband  had  released  the  costs  of  his  wife,  and 
the  spiritual  court  had  declined  to  give  effect  to  the  release, 
prohibition  was  refused,    Houghton,  J.,  observing :  ^  The 


^  Ames  V.  Chew,  6  Met.  520 ;  Dean  v.  Bichmond,  5  Pick.  461. 

*  Stephens  v,  Tottjr,  1  Cro.  EUz.  90S.  *  Stevens  v.  Stevens,  1  Met.  S79. 

*  Chamberlaine  v.  Hewson,  5  Mod.  70. 
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matter  in  question  18  for  slandering  the  wife,  and  this  is  per- 
Bonal  to  the  wife,  and  the  determination  of  this  is  left  onto 
them  there."  ^ 

§  733  [683].  The  husband's  right  to  the  wife's  choses  in 
action,  after  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  is  recognized,  in 
the  absolute  sense,  only  at  law ;  in  equity  it  is  considerably 
restricted.  In  the  first  place,  she  -has  here  her  general  equi- 
table claim  to  a  provision  out  of  them.  But  in  the  next  place, 
equity  may,  it  sometimes  does,  interfere  in  her  behalf  by 
injunction.  Thus  in  an  early  case  the  husband,  after  a  di« 
vorce  from  bed  and  board,  was  restrained  from  selling  a  term 
belonging  to  his  wife.'  And  where,  after  such  a  divorce  on 
account  of  the  husband's  cruelty,  a  legacy  fell  due  to  the 
wife,  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  enjoined  him  from 
receiving  any  part  of  it;  intimating,  however,  that  the  re- 
ception* of  the  whole  by  her  might  furnish  ground  for  the 
reduction  or  discontinuance  of  her  alimony.  And  Barculo,  J., 
observed:  "The  rule  of  the  court  of  equity  in  such  cases 
follows  that  of  natural  justice ;  the  husband,  by  his  violation 
of  the  marriage  contract,  forfeits  all  equitable  right  to  the 
wife's  property.  Even  when  the  property  has  belonged  to 
her  before  the  separation,  and  has  not  been  reduced  into 
actual  possession  by  the  husband,  courts  of  equity  will  re- 
store it  to  the  wife.  Much  more,  in  a  case  like  the  present, 
where  the  property  falls  to  the  wife  after  the  separation, 
should  the  equitable  power  of  the  court  be  interposed  to  pre- 
vent the  husband  from  receiving  it,  by  virtue  of  that  relation 
which  he  himself  has  disregarded  and  violated.  It  would 
be  difficult  to  conceive  a  more  plain  and  palpable  outrage 
upon  justice,  than  to  permit  this  old  lady  to  be  deprived  of 
her  whole  share  of  her  father's  estate,  by  an  exercise  of  his 
marital  rights  on  the  part  of  a  husband  whose  cruelty  haa 
driven  her  from  an  honorable  home,  and  occasioned  a  per- 


1  Motteram  v.  Blottaniin,  S  Bnlst  8S4;  and  see  Cribi.  God.  445. 
*  Anonymous,  9  Mod.  43,  44 ;  2  Bright  Hrab.  ft  Wife,  868. 
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manent  snspensicm  of  the  marriage  contract.  The  authorities 
are  full  on  this  Bubject."  ^ 

§  734  [684].  In  the  case  last  mentioned,  the  legacy  fell  to 
the  wife  after  the  separation,  and  there  were  no  intervening 
rights  of  third  persons.  But  where,  in  England,  a  wife  ob- 
tained, subsequently  to  the  bankruptcy  of  her  husband,  a 
divorce  from  bed  and  board  on  the  ground  of  his  adultery 
and  cruelty,  the  court  held,  that  this  did'  not  entitle  her  in 
equity  to  the  whole  of  a  fund  bequeathed  to*  her,  which  came 
into  possession  after  the  bankruptcy,  although  no  settlement 
was  made  upon  her  at  her  marriage,  and  the  husband  had 
then  received  1,500/.  stock  in  her  right.  The  Vice- Chancellor 
said,  "  he  was  of  opinion,  that,  if  the  separation  and  divorce 
from  the  husband  could,  in  any  case,  give  a  special  equity  in 
the  wife,  it  would  not  affect  this  case ;  because  the  whole 
proceeding  was  subsequent  to  the  bankruptcy,  and  conse- 
quently after  the*  right  to  the  legacy  had  vested  in  the  as- 
signee^ but  there  must  be  a  reference  to  a  master  to  approve 
of  a  prop^  settlement  upon  the  wife."  ^ 

§  735  [685].  In  some  of  the  United  States,  the  common? 
law  doctrine  concerning  the  wife's  choses  in  action,  on  a 
.divorce  from  bed  and  board,  has  given 'place  to  statutory 
provisions.  It  was  so.  in  Massachusetts,  by  Stat.  1828,  c.  52, 
§  2,  which  has  been  superseded  by  a  more  general  provision 
in  the  Revised  Statutes.^  The  earlier  statute  directed,  that, 
upon  such  divorce  decreed  at  the  prayer  of  the  wife,  her 
choses  in  action,  not  reduced  by  the  husband  to  possession, 
should  remain  her  property  ;  and  it  was  held,  that  an  assign- 
ment of  them  by  the*  husband  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
before  divorce  granted,  is  not  a  reduction  to  possession. 
Though  assigned,  she  can  hold  them  as  against  the  assignee, 

1  Holmes  v.  HolnMB,  4  Barb.  295,  referring  to  Vandnzer  o.  Vandnzer,  6  Paige, 
866 ;  Fry  v.  Fry,  7  Paige,  461 ;  Benwick  r.  Benwick,  10  Paige,  4S0. 

*  Green  v,  Otte,  I  Sim.  &  8.  250,  252.   See  ante,  §  715^  andBrawning  v.  Head- 
ley,  tliere  cited ;  Dayia  v.  Newton,  6  Met.  537. 

*  B.  S.  c.  76,  \  28 ;  reSnacted  Gen.  Stats,  c.  107,  ^  40. 
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who  can  stand  only  in  the  place  of  the  husbandi  with  no 
other  rights  than  his,  which  rights  the  divorce  had  termi- 
nated.^ 

§  736  [686].  Whether  the  wife,  after  a  divorce  from  bed 
and  board,  may  sue  and  be  sued  at  law,  is  a  question  of 
some  difficulty  and  doubt  In  England,  coverture  is  never 
an  impediment  to  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts ;  mar- 
ried women  being  there  plaintiffs  and  defendants,  without 
even  the  intervention  of  a  next  friend.  But  the  rule,  it  is 
well  known,  is  otherwise  in  the  courts  of  law ;  and  in  them, 
notwithstanding  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  the  English 
common-law  doctrine  at  the  present  day  does  not  hold  the 
wife  liable  to  be  sued.^  The  converse  of  this  is  probably 
not  decided;  still  little  room  for  doubt  can  exist,  that  the 
same  tribunals  would  hold  the  wife,  who  had  obtained  a 
divorce  from  bed  and  board,  incapable  of  maintaining  an 
action.  The  ecclesiastical  decree,  however,  for  this  kind  of 
divorce,  does  not  also  give  to  the  wife  the  custody  of  children; 
neither  does  it  restore  to  her  any  portion  of  her  former  es- 
tates ;  neither  does  it  give  her  again  the  title  in  her  choses  in 
action ;  while,  in  the  United  States  generally,  these  and  other 
like  things  are  done  under  statutes,  which  seem,  therefore, 
to  place  her  in  a  'condition  approximating  more  nearly  to 
that  of  a  feme  sole  than  she  sustained  in  the  English  law. 
And  Parker,  C.  J.,  observed  in  a  Massachusetts  case :  '^  Where 
the  law  itself  has  separated  them,  and  established  separate 
interests  and  separate  property,  it  acknowledges  no  such 
absurdity  as  to  continue  the  power  of  the  husband  over  every 
thing  but  the  person  ff  the  wife."  ^  And  this  matter,  in  some 
of  the  States,  as  Louisiana,^  is  regulated  by  statutory  pro- 
visions which  expressly  qualify  the  wife  to  sue  and  be  sued. 
So  at  present  in  England,  Stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85,  §  25,  26, 


1  Page  r^Estes,  19  Pick.  269.    And  see  ante,  ^716  and  note,  where  it  appean 
that  the  anthoritieB  on  this  snbject  are  npt  hannoniooa. 
s  Lewis  V.  LA,  S  B.  &  C.  291 ;  Blah  /Leigh,  5  T.  R.  979. 
'  Dean  o.  Richmond,  6  Pick.  461,  466. 
*  Bonnean  v,  Poydras,  2  Rob.  La.  1. 
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has  altered  the  common-law  doctrine;  giving  the  wife^  in 
such  circumstances,  somewhat  the  rights  of  a  feme  sole^  with 
capacity  to  sue  and  be  sued. 

§  737  [687].  There  are  circumstances  wherein,  of  neces- 
sity, the  wife  must  sue ;  as,  when  she  would  enforce  payment 
of  h6r  alimony.^  But  aside  from  this  particular  necessity, 
the  Massachusetts  doctrine  is  plain,  that  the  divorce  from  bed 
and  board  qualifies  her  generally  both  to  sue  and  be  sued. 
"  After  such  divorce,"  observes  Shaw,  C.  J.,  "  the  law  of  this 
Commonwealth  recognizes  her  right  to  acquire  and  hold 
property,  to  take  her  own  earnings  to  her  own  use,  for  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  herself  and  children.  She  is  de- 
prived of  the  protection,  and  exempted  from  the  control,  of  her 
husband.  She  may,  by  the  decree  of  the  court  granting  the 
divorce,  and  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  law  of 
the  Commonwealth,  be  charged  with  the  custody,  and  con- 
sequently with  the  support  and  maintenance,  of  the  children 
of  the  marriage.  The  reason,  therefore,  why  a  wife  cannot 
sue  or  be  sued,  without  joining  and  being  joined  with  her 
husband,  does  not  exist.  But  the  relation  in  which  the  di- 
vorce a  mensd  et  thoro  places  the  parties  opposes  such  a  join- 
der. If  it  were  necessary  to  join  the  husband  as  plaintiff,  he 
might  release  her  rights,  by  which  she  would  be  subjected  to 
costs ;  if  he  nlight  be  joined  as  defendant,  he  might  be  made 
subject  to  her  debts ;  both  of  which  consequences  are  repug- 
nant to  the  new  relation  of  divided  and  separate  interests,  in 
which  the  law,  by  such  a  decree,  places  them.  Whilst  the 
law  thus  recognizes  the  right  of  a  woman,  so  divorced,  to  ac- 
quire and  take  the  proceeds  of  her  industry  to  her  own  use, 
it  recognizes  her  power  to  make  contracts ;  and,  if  she  could 
not  sue  or  be  sued,  it  would  present  the  anomalous  case,  in 
which  the  law  recognizes  a  right  without  affording  a  remedy 
for  vindicating  it,  and  subjects  a  party  to  a  duty  without 


1  Wheeler  v.  Wheeler,  S  Dane  Ab.  910;  Lefeyre  o.  Mordock,  Wright,  205 ; 
Howard  o.  Howard,  15  MaM«196 ;  Clark  r.  Clark,  6  Watte  &  8. 85 ;  post,  f  788. 

[679] 


§  739  CONSEQUINCBS  OF  DIVORCE.  [BOOK  VH. 

lending  its  aid  to  enforce  it"  ^  In  the  other  States  generally 
the  question  is  not  well  settled ;  for,  while  there  are  cases  ap« 
pearing  to  favor  the  Massachusetts  doctrine,'  the  opposite 
scale  is  not  without  its  weight  of  apparent  authority.^ 

§  788  [688].  In  South  Carolina,  the  court  having  no  power 
to  grant  divorces  decreed  alimony  to  a  wife  on  her  bill  pray* 
ing  for  alimony  only,^  and  ordered  the  husband  to  give  se- 
curity for  its  payment.  He  refused ;  an  attachment  issued 
against  him.  The  sheriff,  having  taken  him  into  custody, 
suffered  him  to  escape ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  wife  might 
maintain,  by  her  next  friend,  an  action  at  law  against  the 
sheriff  for  this  escape.  Said  the  court,  by  Smith,  J. :  '*  It 
was  urged  in  the  argument,  that  this  woman,  being  a  feme 
covert^  could  not  maintain  the  action  by  her  next  friend.  .  If 
that  argument  were  to  prevail,  there  would  be  a  failure  of 
justice,  which  our  law  abhors ;  as  there  would  be  no  means 
of  enforcing  a  decre^  of  a  wife  against  her  husband  for  ali- 
mony. The  court  of  equity  could  order  a  refractory  husband 
to  be  attached,  and  the  sheriff  would  let  him  go  if  he  thought 
proper;  then,  if  the  wife  could  not  sue  by  her  next  friend, 
who  could  ?  The  law  provides  no  other  course.  And  upon 
this  occasion  I  would  adopt  the  course  of  a  very  learned 
judge,  —  *  If  there  is  no  precedent,  I  will  make  one.' "  ^ 

\  789  [689].  The  general  law  of  husband  and  wife  en- 
titles the  former,  as  of  right,  to  administer  on  the  effects  of 
the  latter,  after  her  decease.^  .  This  right  is  not  taken  away 


^  Pierce  v.  Baraham,  4  Met.  S03,  S05 ;  Dean  v.  Richmond,  6  Pick.  461. 

'  Lefevre  v.  Mnrdock,  Wright,  205  ;  Taylor  p.  Simpson,  5  J.  J.  Marshal],  689 ; 
,post,  S  738.    And  see  Benadnm  o.  Pratt,  1  Ohio  State,  408. 

s  Bnrr  v.  Boir,  10  Paige,  166 ;  Clark  v.  Clark,  6  Watts  &  S.  86 ;  Barber  v.  Bar- 
ber, 1  Chand.  2807 

*  Ante,  S  853-^68.  »  Prather  v,  Clarke,  1  Tread.  458. 

*  Humphrey  0.  Ballen,  1  Atk.  458 ;  Sands's  case,  8  Salk.  22 ;  McCosker  v. 
Golden,  I  Bradf.  64 ;  Elliott  v,  Gnrr,  2  PhiUim.  16, 1  Eng.  Ec  166 ;  Browning  0. 
Beane,  2  PhiUim.  69,  1  Eng.  Ec.  190 ;  Steadman  o.  Powell,  I  Add.  Ec.  56,  74,  2 
Eng.  Be  26,  84;  Wilkinson  0.  Gordon,  2  Add.  Ec.  152,  2  Eng.  Ec.  257 ;  1  Wil- 
liams on  Ex.  242 ;  Toller  on  Ex.  88. 

[580] 


OHAP.  XU.]  PLOWINfl  BY  LAW*  §  741 

by  the  divorce  a  mensd  et  thoro;  and  the  husband  may  claim 
it|  thoagb  his  gnilt  led  to  the  divorce.^  But  the  wife  has  not 
the  same  absolute  right  of  administrationi  on  the  decease  of 
her  husband ;'  and  it  is  a  proper  exercise  of  the  discretioaof 
the  court  to  refuse  her,  in  favor  of  his  son,  if  a  divorce  for  her 
adultery  has  been  pronounced.^ 

^  740  [690].  The  law  presumes  married  persons,  separated 
from  bed  and  board  by  sentence  of  court,  to  live  in  the  due 
observance  of  -the  sentence ;  and,  if  children  are  born  of  the 
wife  during  the  separation,  they  ^xeprimd  facie  illegitimate  ; 
though  it  is  otherwise  where  the  parties  are  living  apart  by 
consent.^ 

Jl  741  [691].  There  is  hardly  need  to  say,  what  is  suffi- 
ciently obvious,  that  this  divorce  does  not  deprive  the  wife  of 
any  estate  or  property  rights  she  may  hold  independently  of 
her  husband,  or  adversely  to  him.  And  if  there  is  a  valid 
deed  of  separation,  in  which  he  covenants  to  pay  a  third  per- 
son an  annuity  for  her  use,  his  covenants  will  bind  him,  as 
well  after  this  divorce  as  before.^  It  appears,  however,  that 
there  are  cases  wherein,  without  reference  to  the  question  of 
a  divorce,  <<  the  husband  would  be  entitled,"  in  the  language 
of  Wilde,  J.,  <*  to  come  into  a  court  of  equity  to  restrain  the 
trustees  of  his  wife  from  proceeding  at  law  for  her  separate 
maintenance,  or  where  the  court  would  refuse  her  relief  on  a 
bill  to  enforce  a  trust  therefor.    But  to  justify  the  court  thus 


1  Clark  V.  Clark,  6  Watts  &  S.  86. 

'  Sandfl's  case,  sapra;  Dew  v.  Clark,  1  Hag.  £c.  311 ;  Conyers  r.  Eitson,  8 
Hag.  £c.  556,  5  Eng.  Ec.  202;  la  the  goods  of  Williams,  3  Hag.  Ec.  217,  5  Eng. 
£c.  82 ;  Spratt  v,  Harris,  4  Hag.  Ec.  405  ;  Stretch  v.  Fynn,  1  Lee,  30,  5  Eng.  Ec. 
296 ;  Atkinson  v.  Barnard,  2  Phillim.  316, 1  Eng.  Ec.  271 ;  Webb  v.  Needham,  1 
Add.  Ec.  494,  2  Eng.  Ec.  189. 

B  In  the  goods  of  Davies,  2  Curt.  Ec.*628,  7  Eng.  Ec.  283. 

*  St.  Qeoige  v.  St.  Maigaret,  1  Salk.  123 ;  Van  Aemam  v.  Van  Aemam,  1 
Barb.  Ch.  375. 

«  Jee  V.  Thorlow,  2  B.  &  C.  547,  4  D.  &  R.  II ;  Dr.  Lnshington,  in  Cood  o. 
Cood,  1  Cnrt.  Ec.  755,  763,  6  Eng.  Ec.  452,  456.  And  see  Brown  o.  BroWn,  2 
Md.  Ch.  816. 
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to  interfere,  the  miscondact  of  the  wife  mast  be  deariy 
proved;  such,  as  that  she  had  been  guilty  of  adultery  or 
criminal  conversation,  or  had  left  her  husband  without  any 
cause  whatever."  * 


1  Ajnr  V.  Ajer,  16  Pick.  827,  dSS ;  Moore  v.  Moore,  1  A&.  S72 ;  Lee  v.  Lee,  1 
Dick.  331, 2  Dick.  806.  See  ante,  ^  719;  Cartwr^t  v.  Cartwrigfat,  19  £iig»  L. 
&  £q.  46. 
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764-767.  The  Same  M  Bespects  third  Penone. 

§  742.  In  the  present  chapter,  the  following  matters  will  be 
considered :  I.  The  Rendition  of  the  Sentence ;  IL  Its  Sta- 
bility and  Effect  as  between  the  Parties ;  III,  The.  Same  as 
tespects  third  Persons. 


L    !Z%e  .  Rendition  of  the  Sentence. 

§  743.  In  England  it  is  provided  by  Stat.  2!3  &  24  Vict  c. 
144,  §  7,  that  ^^  every  decree  for  a  divorce  shall  in  the  first 
instance  be  a  decree  nisi,  not  to  be  made  absolute  till  after 
the  expiration  of  such  time,  not  less  than  three  months  from 
the  pronouncing  thereof,  as  the  court  shall  by  general  or 
special  order  from  time  to  time  direct ;  and  during  that  pe- 
riod any  person  shall  be  at  liberty,  in  such  manner  as  the 
court  shall  by  general  or  special  order  in  that  behalf  from  time 
to  time  direct,  to  show  cause  why  the  said  decree  should  not 
be  made  absolute  by  reason  of  the  same  having  been  obtained 
by  collusion,  or  by  reason  of  material  facts  not  brought 
before  the  court ;  and,  on  cause  being  shown,  the  court  shall 
deal  with  the  case  by  making  the  decree  absolute,  or  by  re- 
versing the  decree  nm,  or  by  requiring  further  inquiry,  or 

£688] 


§  745  C0NSEQUEN0E8  OF  DIVORCB.  [bOOK  YH. 

otherwise,  as  justice  may  require."^  There  is  not,  in  otur 
States  generally,  any  provision  corresponding  to  this  recent 
English  one. 

§  744.  But  it  is  a  general  principle  of  procedure  pervading 
our  law,  that,  at  any  time  during  the  term  of  the  coUrt  at 
which  a  judgment  is  rendered,  it  may  be  recalled  or  modified 
as  the  judges  may  direct.'  This  practice  may  j>e  made  avail- 
able in  a  divorce  suit,  without  resorting  to  other  4)rinciple8 
which  will  be  discussed  in  subsequent  parts  of  the  present 
chapter. 

§  745.  The  books  do  not  give  us  any  very  exact  statements 
as  to  what  the  decree  or  sentence  of  divorce  must  contain. 
In  the  facts  of  the  cases,  it  is  often  found,  especially  where 
the  proceeding  is  in  equity,  to  embrace  matter  which  plainly 
need  not  be  in  it  And  even  Chancellor  Walworth  once 
made  use  of  the  following  language :  ^'  There  must  be  a  de^ 
cree  in  this  ca^e  dissolving  the  marriage  contract,  and  th^ 
usual  clause  must  be  inserted  in  every  case  of  this  kind,  pro- 
hibiting the  defendant  from  marrying  during  the  lifetime  of 
the  complainajit.  Although  the  defendant  would  be  punish- 
able for  felony  if  he  married  again,  yet  this  clause  is  neces- 
sary in  order  to  prevent  him  from  imposing  upon  others,  who 
might  suppose  he  was  capable  of  contracting  matrimony  if 
the  decree  was  general."  ^  Now,  it  is  quite  aside  from  the 
proper  function  of  a  legal  judgment  to  notify  third  parties  of 
what  all  persons  are  presumed  to  know,  namely,  the  contents 
of  the  statute-book  of  the  Statc^     There  can  be  no  pretence, 

1  The  remaining  part  of  this  Becdon  provides  for  the  intenrention  of  the  Qneen'i 
proctor,  as  see  ante,  ^  S2.  Ab  to  the  practice  under  this  provision  for  the  decree 
nisi,  see  Boolton  o.  Bonlton,  2  Swab.  &  T.  405 ;  Stoate  v.  Stoate,  2  Swab.  &  T. 
SSi ;  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  2  Swab.  &  T.  394. 

s  McBaven  o.  McOnier,  9  Sm.  &  M.  34 ;  Neale  v.  Caldwell,  3  Stew.  134 ;  Acre 
V.  Ross,  3  Stew.  288.  See  farther,  on  this  general  matter,  Brookiield  v.  Morse,  7 
Halst.  331 ;  Taylor  o.  Starr,  2  Boot,  293  ;  Patton  v.  Massey,  2  Hill,  S.  C.  475; 
Wiikerson  v.  GoldthwaUe,  1  Ste^.  &  P.  159 ;  Hickman  v.  BaAies,  1  Misso.  156. 

*  Qraves  v.  Graves,  2  Paige,  62. 
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and  there  was  none  put  forward  in  this  case,  that  the  clause 
spoken  of  is  of  any  legal  validity,  or  in  any  way  essential  to 
the  complete  efficacy  of  the  judgment  as  to  the  main  matter. 
And  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  most  judges  at  the  present 
time  would  discountenance  the  insertion  of  such  a  clause  in 
a  decree  or  sentence  for  a  divorce. 

§  746.  We  saw,  in  the  last  chapter,  what  are  the  legal  con- 
sequences of  a  divorce ;  and,  on  sound  principle,  the  sentence 
need  not  set  out  those  coAsequences.  But  there  may  be  stat- 
utory provisions,  drai^n  in  such  terms  as  to  leave  It  doubtful 
whether  what  is  provided  for  follows,  as  of  course,  upon  this 
sentence,  or  whether  it  should  not  be  mentioned  in  the  sen- 
tence. In  such  a  case,  the  decree  may  very  .well,  until  the 
point  has  been  settled  by  judicial  interpretation,  include  the 
doubtful  matter ;  for  caution,  in  legal  proceedings,  is  as  com- 
mendable as  it  always  is  in  all  other  proceedings. 

§  747.  There  are  some  other  points  conne6ted  with  the 
decree ;  but  the  decisions  relating  to  them  are  few,  and  it  is 
deemed  best  therefore  not  to  discuss  them  particularly  here. 
The  general  doctrines  which  govern  in  the  like  matters,  in 
other  causes  than  divorce,  will  be  found  ordinarily  sufficient  to 
guide  practitioners  and  courts  with  respect  both  to  these 
points  and  to  many  other  things  which  might  with  propriety 
be  discussed  in  this  chapter.  The  remaining  part  of  this 
chapter  will  be  devoted  to  a  reproduction,  in  substance,  of 
the  matter  which  constituted  the  chapter  in  the  earlier  editions, 
without  those  extensive  additions  which  a  general  search 
through  analogous  departments  of  the  law  has  put  it  into  the 
power  of  the  author  to  make,  and  which  he  at  one  time  con- 
templated. 


II.    Stability  and  Effect  of  the  Sentence  as  between  the  Parties, 

§  748.  [694].   In  another  part  of  the  present  volume,  some 
allusion  has  been  made  to  the  question  of  granting  a  rehear- 
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ing  in  the  divorce  qause,  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  or  the 
like.^  But  aside  from  the  doctrines  there  disclosed,  we  may 
observe,  that,  according  to  what  appears  to  have  been  the 
doctrine  of  the  English  ecclesiastical  tribunals,  in  regard  to 
their  own  adjudications,  a  sentence  against  the  validity  of  a 
marriage  was  never  final ;  but  was  ever  open  to  revision  and 
reversal^  This  doctrine  is  expressed  in  terms  sufficiently 
broad  to  embrace  suits  for  nullity,  whether  proceeding  on  the 
allegation  that  the  marriage  was  originally  void,  or  only  that 
it  was  voidable.  In  the  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  it  was 
stated  by  'Dr.  Calvert,  of  counsel  for  tSe  defendant,  in  words 
substantially  concurred  in  on  all  sides,  thus :  "  There  can  be 
no  determination  against  a  marriage,  but  what  is  open  to  fu- 
ture litigation.  We  all  know,  that  in  a  question  of  marriage 
any  person  that  has  an  interest  may  intervene  before  sentence 
given  ;  and  any  persons  having  an  interest,  though  they  have 
neglected  to  intervene  m  that  cause,  might  appeal  within  the 
proper  time ;  nay,  I  will  go  so  far  as  to  say,  that,  if  any  per- 
son having  a  A  interest,  should  have  so  far  neglected  it  as  to 
omit  availing  himself  of  an  intervention  or  appeal,  yet  he 
might  still  come  before  the  court,  show  his  interest,  and  be 
heard.  A  marriage  cause  goes  further  still ;  for  I  believe  in 
most  other  cases  a  determination  would  be  for  ever  binding, 
at  least  to  the  parties ;  but  in  these  questions  I  conceive  it  is 
not;  for,  if  there  was  to  be  a  question  .between  a  husband 
and  wife  in  a  cause  of  jactitation,  and,  as  in  this  cause,  it 
was  detc^rmined  that  there  was  no  marriage ;  yet  the  party 
against  whom  that  sentence  was  obtained,  I  apprehend, 
might  appear  afterwards,  he  might  produce  any  new  proof 
that  he  did  not  know  of  at  the  time,  or,  even  if  he  had  not 
produced  what  proof  he. had,  he  might  be  heard  upon  it. 
The  reason  of  that  indulgence  I  take  to  be  this :  by  the 
canon  law  a  marriage  was  held  to  be  indissoluble,  and  for 

1  Ante,  4  258-260. 

*  Poynter  Mar.  &  BW.  157 ;  Sbelford  Mar.  &  Diy.  474  ;  2  Bum  Ec.  Law,  4S5 ; 

Onghton,  tit.  306.    And  see  Robins  v,  Cmtchley,  2  Wils.  118, 122,  127 ;  Bowser 

V.  Ricketts,  1  Hag.  Con.  218,  214 ;  Morris  v,  Webber,  2  Leon.  169 ;  Meadows  v. 

The  Duchess  of  Kingston,  Amb.  756 ;  Barrs  v.  Jackson,  1  T.  &  C6l.  C.  C.  585, 598. 
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that  reason  a  sentence  against  it  never  could  be  final ;  setUen^ 
tentia  contra  mtUrimonium  nunquam  transibit  in  rem  judicatam. 
The  canon  law,  it  is  well  known,  has  bee^n  received  in  this 
country  with  respect  to  marriage,  particularly  as  to  that  po- 
sition of  its  being  indissoluble.  In  most  other  questions,  as 
of  property,  a  person  might  be  bound  by  time,  bound  by  not 
making  so  good  a  cas^  as  he  should  have  done ;  but,  as  a 
person  cannot  release  himself  from  the  obligations  of  mar- 
riage by  any  lapse  of  time,  or  any  neglect  in  stating  his  case, 
the  question  is  ever  open."  ^  We  have  already  had  occasion 
to  consider  one  illustration  of  this  doctrine,  in  respect  to  im- 
potence ;  where  it  is  held,  that,  if  parties  are  divorced  for 
impotence,  and  the  alleged  impotent  person  marries  again, 
and  has  children,  the  spiritual  court  may  annul  the  sentence 
of  divorce,  even  after  the  second  marriage*;  thus  reviving  the 
first  marriage,  and  rendering  the  second,  which  was  originally 
good,  a  nullity.^ 

ft 

§  749  [695].  While  the  principle  stated  in  the  last  section 
is  clearly  supported  by  the  Roman  canonical  authorities ;  and 
is  assumed  by  all  the  text-writers,  and  by  some  judges,  to  be 
law  in  the  ecclesiastical  tribunals ;  yet  it  by  no  means  follows 
that  it  is  so  in  the  latter,  because  it  is  found  in  the  former.^ 
Neither  has  it  been  often,  if  at  all,  practically  acted  upon  in 
modern  times ;  nor  js  it  at>parent  that  it  has  received  other 
direct  judicial  confirmation.  And  from  the  English  tribu- 
nals have  fallen  observations  which  might  lead  us  to  doubt, 
whether,  upon  a  proper  occasion,  that  principle  would  not  be 
discarded  in  them,  or  greatly  modified.  Thus  Sir  John  Ni- 
choll,  speaking  of  nullity  of  marriage  by  reason  of  impotence, 
said:  "By  the  canon  law,  the  marriage  is  not  absolutely 
dissolved ;  the  parties  are  separated ;  and,  if  the  church  is 
deceived,  the  former  marriage  is  to  be  renewed ;  and,  if  a  sec- 


1  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  20  Howell  St.  Tr.  355, 420,  which  pages  compan 
with  p.  406,  442,  443,  450, 461,  506,' 507,  530. 
*  Vol.  X.  M13  Mid  note;  Morris  v,  Webber,  2  Leon.  169. 
»  Vol.  I.  s  *a-*5. 
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end  marriage  is  contracted,  it  becomes  null  and  void.  What 
a  state  to  place  the  parties  in  !  This  is  something  in  the  text 
law  which  I  cannot  readily  assent  t«  belong  to  the  law  of 
this  conntry."  ^  And  in  a  more  recent  case,  —  where,  indeed, 
the  question  was  not  directly  involved,  there  being  an  effort 
made,  in  a  suit  ooncerning  the  administration  of  the  effects 
of  the  deceased,  to  get  rid  of  an  unreversed  sentence  of  nul- 
lity, —  occur  some  observations  of  Sir  Herbert  Jenner  Fust^ 
quite  indicative  of  the  opinion,  that  a  sentence  of  nullity, 
regularly  pronounced,  cannot,  even  on  direct  proceedings,. be 
set  aside,  except  for  fraud  or  collusion.-  ^  According  to  your 
argument,"  he  observed  to  counsel,  "  every  child,  and  every 
child's  child  may  bring  a  suit  to  have  the  sentence  reversed ; 
they  will  equally  be  strangers;  I  do  not  see  where  it  is  to 
stop."  a 

§  750  [696].  There  being  no  power  in  the  Ec*clesiastical 
Courts  to  dissolve  a  marriage  originally  valid,  this  doctrine, 
that  a  sentence  against  a  marriage  is  ever  open  to  revision  and 
reversal,  assuming  it  to  have  been  law  in  those  courts,  might 
not  apply  to  the  divorce  for  offences  committed  during  the 
coverture.  Indeed  we  have  jseen,*  that,  where  it  prevails,  it 
rests  upon  the  indissoluble  nature  of  marriage.  Whether 
therefore  it  can  be  extended  to  supervening  causes  of  divorce, 
or  even,  whether  it  is  applicable  to  suits  for  nullity  in  oar 
tribunals,  where  no  such  notion  of  indissolubility  exists,  may 
well  be  doubted.  The  precise  question  has  not  received  ju- 
dicial elucidation  in  this  country ;  but  it  may  be  of  conse- 
quence to  notice,  that  there  is  no  reported  American  decision 
in  which  this  doctrine  is  recognized,  or  even  claimed  to  be 
law ;  and  there  are  cases  in  which  it  may,  perhaps,  be  con- 
sidered to  have  been  indirectly  discarded.^  Some  obvious 
reasons  exist,  why  judgments  apparently  final,  rendered  in 
matrimonial  causes,  whether  of  nullitv  or  divorce,  should  be  . 


1  Norton  v.  Seton,  3  Phillim.  147,  1  Eng.  £c.  3S4,  387  ;  Vol.  I.  §  U8. 
3  Meddowcroft  v.  Hagneiiin,  3  Cart.  £c.  408,  7  Eng.  Ec  438. 
•  Ante,  i  748.  «  See  post,  \  751. 
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evert  more  stable,  certainly  not  less,  than  the  like  adjudica- 
tions in  other  matters.  The  matrimonial  status  of  the  parties 
draws  with  and  after  if  so  many  collateral  rights  and  interests 
of  third  persons,  that  uncertainty  and  fluctuation  in  it  must 
be  greatly  detrimental  to  the  public  interests.  Therefore  in 
(K)me  of  the  States,  there  are  legislative  enactments  which 
are  intended  to  give  peculiar  inviolability  to  such  judgments.^ 

§  751  [697].  As  a  general  propositfon,  the  American  tri- 
bunals, when  unencumbered  by  specific  statutory  directions, 
have  been  governed  by  substantially  the  same  principles  in 
divorce  causes,  as  in  others,  in  respect  to  opening  decrees,  or 
granting  rehearings,  writs  of  error,  or  cerlioraH ;  or  otherwise, 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  reexan^ining  the  ques- 
tion }  except  that  there  has  always  been  a  manifest  reluctance 
to  disturb  a  final  judgment  of  divorce,  especially  after  a  sec- 
ond marriage,  involving  the  interests  of  third  persons.^  And 
in  New  York,  a  husband  having  obtained  a  decree  dissolving 
his  marriage,  on  default  of  the  wife,  upon  whom  process  was 
irregularly  but  personally  served  in  New  Jersey ;  and  having, 
shortly  afterward,  married  another  woman;  who  was  ignorfenl 
of  the  irregularity,  —  the  divorced  wife  was  Indeed  permitted 
to  come  in  and  contest  the  suit ;  but,  for  the  protection  of  the 
other  Woman,  the  Chancellor  ordered,  that  the  original  decree 
remain  in  full  force  antil  the  result  of  the  litigation  should  be 
reached.     And  he  observed  :  '*  The  defendant  does  not  state 


'  tn  Kentucky,  the  Court  of  Appeals  had  no  power  to  reverse  a  decree  granting 
II  dirorod.  Magoins  v,  Ma^ife,  7  Daha,  ISl  \  Thomberty  v,  Thotnberry,  4  Lit. 
251 ;  Boggess  v.  BoggesB,  4  Dana,  S07.  And  aee  Watkinson  t^.  WatkmMm^  IS  B 
Monr.  210,  where,  the  lower  court  having  dismissed  the  plaintiff 's  bill,  and  divorced 
he  defendant  on  her  cross-bill,  the  Court  of  Appeals  reversed  the  former  decree, 
and  gate  a  divorce  to  ihe  fjlaiAiiffi 

s  Olin  V.  HwQgeiioid,  10  Ohio,  268 ;  J^iatt  v,  Fifttfe»  9  Ohk>j  B7  \  Latighery  v. 
Langhery,  15  Ohio,*404;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  Walk.  l€ich.^809  {  Smith  v.  Smith, 
4  Paige,  432 ;  Colvin  v.  Colvin,  2  Paige,  385 ;  Dunn  v.  Dunn,  4  Paige,  425 ; 
Bourne  v.  Simpson,  9  B.  Monr.  454 }  Jeans  v,  Jeans,  8  Barring.  Del.  186 ;  Bog- 
gess  V,  Boggess,  4  Dana,  807 ;  Evans  v.  Evans,  5  B.  Monr.  278 ;  Lucas  v.  Lucas, 
3  Qtay,  186  ;  Sheai^  t;.  j&hddfb,  9  Post.  N.  H.  269 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  20  Misso.  166 ; 
HtiAnatl  t,  Hoffinan,  ^  Citeey,  417 ;  Mandfield  v.  liansfield,  26  Misso.  168 ;  Tap- 
pan  V.  Tappan,  6  Ohio  State,  64. 
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when  she  received  notice  that  the  divorce  had  been  actually 
obtained.  .  The  complainant  swears,  that  he  showed  it  to  her 
under  the  seal  of  the  court  on  the  sixteenth  of  October,  and 
before  the  second  marriage  ;  and  it  appears,  that  she  took  no 
steps  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  for  nearly  a  month  after- 
wards. This  delay  was  probably  not  sufficient  to  make  it  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  bar  her  of  her  rights,  if  she  has  any,  by 
leaving  the  decree  to  stand  as  conclusive  against  her.  But 
in  the  mean  time  the  second  marriage  has  rights."  T^e  de- 
fence alleged  was,  that  the  husband  had  forgiven  the  adul- 
tery for  which  he  brought  his  suit^  It  has  been  made  a 
quiery  in  New  York,  whether,  after  a  decree  dissolving  the 
mcurriage  has  been  rendered,  the  defendant  can  come  in  by  a 
cross-bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review,  and  show,  that, 
pending  the  suit,  the  complainant  was  guilty  of  adultery,  the 
fact  not  having  been  discovered  until  after  the  final  adjudica- 
tion.2  If  a  party  has  used  the  privileges  of  a  decree  of  di- 
vorce, he  has  thereby  affirmed  it,  and  he  is  too  late  to  complain 
of  any  of  its  burdens.^ 

§  752  [698].  After  a  decree  dissolving  the  marriage,  on  the 
ground  of  the  wife's  alleged  adultery,  had  been  regularly  pro- 
nounced and  enrolled,  the  husband  made  oath  that  he  had 
subsequently  become  convinced  of  her  innocence;  and  the 
two  joined  in  the  prayer,  that  the  enrolment  might  be  opened 
and  vacated,  and  the  decree  reversed.  This  request  was 
granted,  and  the  suit  dismissed ;  but  without  prejudice  to  in- 
tervening rights  oT  third  persons.  They  further  prayed,  that 
the  bill  and  all  the  papers  should  be  taken  from  the  files  and 
destroyed.  This  the  court  refused  to  grant,  because  of  inter- 
vening rights ;  but  said,  ^<  to  prevent  any  one  who  has  no  in> 
terest  in  the  question  from  disturbing  the  peace  of  this  family, 
the  register  is  directed  to  seal  up  the  pleadings  and  proceed- 
ings, together  with  the  master's  report,  and  not  to  suffer  them  • 


1  Dann  v.  Dnnn,  4  Paige,  425.  >  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Paige,  432. 

>  Bourne  v.  Simpson,  9  B.  Monr.  454.    And  eee  Qaines  v.  Gaines,  9  B.  Hour. 
295;  Vol.  I.  f  691. 
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to  be  copied  or  inspected,  except  by  the^special  permission  of 
the  court"  The  Chancellor  considered,  that,  assuming  the 
husband  to  be  mistaken  in  thinking  his  wife  innocent,  still 
the  law  favors- condonation.^ 

§  753  [699].  If  a  tribunal  has  been  imposed  upon,  the 
fraud  ^  being  of  such  a  nature  as  to  make  the  judgment  of 
divorce  void,^  it  may  vacate  this  judgment,  when,  upon  a 
summary  proceeding,  it  is  made  cognizant  of  the  fraud.  So 
the  Pennsylvania  court,  in  a  recent  case,  decided  upon  the 
strength  of  the  English  authorities ;  and  further,  that  the  order 
vacating  the  decree  of  divorce  was,  after  the  time  for  an  ap- 
peal had  elapsed,  conclusive  ;  although  a  second  marriage 
had  been  in  good  faith  entered  into,  and  although  the  vacat- 
ing order  was  passed  without  actual  notice  to  the  party  in 
the  divorce  suit  against  whom  it  operated.  The  authority 
principally  relied  upon  to  sustain  this  decision  was  the  case 
of  Prudham  i;.  Phillips.*  "  The  principle,"  observed  Gibson,' 
C.  J.,  "ia^a  general  one,  and  applicable  alike  to  ecclesiastical 
sentences  and  common-law  judgments.  It  has  no  relation  to 
the  doctrine  of  amendments,  which  make  the  record  speak  a 
language  it  did  not  speak  befbre ;  the  vacation  is  a  new  and 
independent  judgment,  of  which  the  recorded  entry  is  its 

appropriate  evidence It  may  be  an  arbitrary  act  tb 

expunge  a  sentence  of  divorce  with  a  stroke  of  t'he  pen, 
bastardize  after-begotten  children,  involve  an  innocent  third 
person  in  legal  guilt,  and  destroy  rights  acquired  in  reliance 
on  a  judicial  act^  which  was  operative  at  the  time ;  and  un- 
der this  first  impression  I  would  have  decided  as  did  the 
judge  at  nisi  prius.  But  the  legitimate  husband  has  his 
rights ;  and,  if  any  one  must  suffer  from  the  invalid  marriage, 
it  is  he  who  procured  it  By  the  terms  of  the  contract  he 
took  the  lady  for  better,  for  worse ;  and,  having  assumed  at 

1  CoMn  V.  CoItId,  2  Faigo,  385.  <  Post,  §  757,  760-763. 

*  See  Greene  v.  Greene,  2  Gray,  361,  4  Am.  Lew  Register,  42,  and  an  article  4 
Am.  Law  Heg;i8ter,  I. 

*  Pmdham  v.  Phillips,  cited  Amb.  763,  1  Harg.  Law  Tracts,  456,  note.    And 

see  post,  4  761 . 
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least  her  moral  respdtsibUitieai  he  standa  as  to  hardship  in 
her  place.  He,  therefore,  has  do  right  to  complain,"  ^  The 
doctrine  of  this  section  has  donbtless  its  limits  and  qualifica'*' 
tions;  bat  it  has  been  so  little  developed  by  adjodicatioe, 
that  we  cannot  safely  attempt  to  state  what  they  are. 


•  IIL   StabUUp  and  Effect  of  the  Decree  as  respects  third 

Per$ons^ 

^  754  [700].  Whatever  be  the  authority  of  the  court  which 
pronounces  a  sentence  pf  divorce  or  of  nullity,  to  revise  or 
reverse  it,  on  a  proceeding  instituted  for  the  purpose,  still, 
while  it  remains  a  sentence,  it  is,  if  fr?e  from  fraud  and  collu- 
sion, binding  upon  that  tribunal  in  all  collateral  proceedings ; 
and  upon  all  other  tribunals,  in  all  proceedings  direct  and  col- 
lateral, 'whether  between  the  same  parties  and  their  privies, 
or  between  strangers ;  not  only  in  the  country  where  the  sen* 
tence  was  rendered,  but,  the  jurisdiction  beinff  adatit^dj  in  all 
foreign  countries.  A  sentence,  to  have  this  effect,  must  of 
course  be  a  direct  adjudication  upon  the  specific  fact  of  the 
marriage,  or  its  dissolution ;  and  a  finding  which  might  be 
inferred  argumentatively,  would  be  attended  with  no  such 
consequence.'    Moreover,  in  the  case  of  a  foreign  divorce, 


1  Allen  0.  Madellan,  S  Jones,  Pa.  SSS. 

*  Boach  V.  Qarran,  I  Vea.  aen.  157,  159;  qUlyBrd  n  Grantham,  cited  2  Yea. 
Ben.  246 ;  Meadows  v.  The  Dacheaa  of  KmgaUm,  Amb.  796 ;  Prodham  v.  FhiUipa, 
cited  lb.  763,  Haig.  Law  Tracts,  456;  2  Bom  £c.  Law,  495 ;  Bex  v.  Boche,  I 
Leach,  4th  ed.  134 ;  Meddowcroft  v.  Hngaenm,  3  Curt.  Ec;  403,  7  Eng.  £c.  438; 
8.  o.  on  appeal  before  the  Privy  Conndl,  4  Knapp,  386 ;  Banting  v.  Lepingwei,  4 
Co.  29,  8ir  F.  Moore,  169;  BUckham's  cue,  1  Salk.  290;  Ooest  v.  Shiplej.S 
Hag.  Con.  321, 4  Eng.  Ec.  548,  549 ;  Clews  «.  Bathnrst,  2  Stra.  960;  Daeoeta  v. 
Villa  Beal,  2  Stra.  961 ;  Kenn's  case,  7  Co.  42;  Jones  v.  Bow,  Cartb.  225;  ^at- 
fteld  V.  Hatfield,  stated  20  Howell  St  Tr.  895;  Moiris  v.  Webber,  2  Leon.  169,  Sh- 
F.  Moore,  225;  Dickson  v,  Dickson,  1  Yerg.  110,  114;  Dorsey  v.  Dorsey,  7 
Watts,  849;  Legg  r.  Legg,  8  Mass.  99;  Clarke  v.  Lott,  U  111.  105;  Hake  r. 
Fink,  9  Watts,  336 ;  1  Brown's  Civil  Law,  96 ;  Story  Confl.  Laws,  {  594-597 ;  I 
Greenl.  £t.  544,  545;  2  lb.  4  461;  Jenk.  Cent.  44;  Harg.  Law  Tracts,  449; 
Mansfield  v,  Mclntyre,  10  Ohio,  27 ;  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  7  Ohio,  238 ;  Byan  v. 
Ryan,  2  Phillim.  332,  1  Eng.  Ec.  274;  Conway  v.  Beaaley,  8  Hag.  Ec.  639,  5 

[692]^ 


OHAP.  XtilL]  THB  SENTENCE.  §  755 

it  is  quite  immaterial  whether  or  not*  it  6^  for  a  cause  al- 
lowed by  the  domestic  law.^  So,  if  parties  are  domiciled  in 
an  Indian  country,  where  the  husband  abandons  his  wife; 
and  by  the  Indian  law  the  abandonment  works  of  itself, 
without  fjirther  proceedings,  a  dissolution  of  the  marriage, 
it  will  be  treated  in  the  courts  of  a  Christian  State  as  a 
divorce.* 

§  755  [701].  It  is  perceived,  that  the  rale  thus  stated  ac- 
cords to  the  sentence  an  effect  beyond  what  is  given  to  or- 
dinary judgments  in  personam ;  and  places  it  rather  upon  the 
footing  of  judgments  in  rem.  Substantially  such,  in  fact,  is 
the  sentence ;  or,  to  speak  more  accurately,  it  is  an  adjudica- 
tion about  a  matter  of  matrimonial  stains^  which  of  necessity 
binds  the  world,  like  the  act  of  parties  by  which  this  status  is 
originally  assumed.  Thus,  if  two  individuals  enter  into  an 
ordinary  contmct  in  personam^  none  but  themselves  ai!d  their 
privies  are  bound  by  it ;  but,  if  into  a  valid  marriage,  whereby 
a  change^  in  their  status  is  wrought,  third  persons  who  have 
not  been  consulted  must  yield  to  the  consequences.  If,  for 
example,  a  stranger  to^  the  marriage  has  a  suit  pending 
against  the  woman,  it  abates ;  the  property  to  which  he  was 
looking  for  his  pay  is  transferred  to  the  husband,  who  may 
be  a  bankrupt;  one  having  a  judicial  controversy  with  the 
husband,  and  relying  upon  the  testimony  of  the  womdn,  loses 
the  evidence ;  and  so  of  a  variety  of  other  consequences.  For 
the  same  reasons,  the  like  results  follow  the  sentence  of  di- 
vorce or  nullity.  This  is  the  case  in  respect  to  whatever  rests 
upon  the  status  itself;  but  perhaps  there  may  be  collateral 
right.8  and  interests,  which  would  depend  on  a  different  prin- 
.  ciple.     Yet  here  the  same  general  doctrines  would  seem  to 


Eng.  Ec.  242 ;  Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Qreenl.  140 ;  Pattenon  v,  Qaioee,  6  How.  U. 
8.  550,  599 ;  Barber  v.  Root,  10  Man.  260.  See  qaery,  ScrimBhire  v,  Scrimshire, 
2  Hag.  Ec.  395;  4  Eng.  Ec.  562,  569.  And  see  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  1  Hag.  Con. 
294,  4  Eng.  Ec.  412,  414 ;  Goodin  v.  Smith,  Milward,  236,  245. 

^  Barber  v.  Boot,  10  Maaa.  260;  Wall  v.  Williamaon,  8  Ala.  48;  Hnll  v,  Hnll,. 
2  Strob.  Eq.  174,  177, 178. 

*  Wall  V.  Williamson,  supra;  Wall  v.  Williams,  11  Ala.  826. 
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be  applicablei  whAher  the  ebange  of  statue  were  effected  bj 
the  concurrent  act  of  the  parties,  as  it  is  when  they  are  mar*' 
ried;  or  by  a  decree'  of  the  court,  as  it  is  when  they  are 
divorced. 

§  756  [702]«  It  has  been,  with  some  show  of  authority, 
contended,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  conclusiveness  of  sen* 
tences  in  suits  for  nullity  applies  only  to  the  parties  to  the 
suit  and  their  privies,  including  persons  who  might  have  in- 
tervened, whether  they  really  did  so  or  not;  at  the  same 
time,  it  has  been  admitted  that  such  persons  need  not  have 
had  any  notice  of  the  proceedings,  to  be  bound  by  them.  As, 
therefore,  the  right  to  intervene  in  matrimonial  causea  ex- 
tends, according  to  the  English  rule,  to  all  persons  who  have 
any  possible  interest  in  the  result ;  ^  the  doctrine,  even  thus 
limited,  would  seem  practically  to  cover  in  substance  the 
whole  ground*  But  it  is  held,  that  a  child,  en  ventre' Sikmire 
at  the  time  of  pronouncing  the  sentence  of  nullity,  is  estopped 
by  it ;  ^  and,  on  the  whole,  the  sentence  would  appear,  both 
upon  principle  and  authority,  to  be,  when  free  from  fraud, 
conclusive  upon  all  persons.^ 

§  757  [703].  The  IHichess  of  Kingston's  oase^  is  some* 
times  referred  to  as  dedding,  that  the  king  is  not  bound,  in  a 
criminal  proceeding,  by  a  sentence  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
in  a  matrimonial  cause ;  and  sometimes  as  deciding,  that  a 
sentence  in  the  peculiar  suit  of  jactitation  of  marriage  con- 
cludes nothing.^  The  truth  is,  that  the  light  shed  from  tbia 
case  is-  very  dim  and  uncertain,  quite  out  of  proportion  to  the 
vast  array  of  talent  and  learning,  and  the  multitude  of  words. 


1  Shelford  BCar.  ft  Dir.  569 ;  ante,  \  809. 

*  Perry  v.  Meddowcroft,  10  Bear.  123.    Bat  not  if  procured  by  fraiid.    Har- 
rison 9.  Southampton,  17  Eng.  L.  ft  Eq.  364,  21  £ng.  L.  ft  Sq.  343. 

*  For  the  cases  see  ante,  \  754. 

«  Dachess  of  Kingston's  case,  20  Howell  St.  Tr.  355,  more  briefly  reportad.  1 
Leach  4th  ed.  146, 1  East.  P.  C.  468. 
s  2  Smith  Lead.  Ca^.  446 ;  Shelfoid  liar,  ft  Dir.  473»  5S3. 
[594] 
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which  adorned  and  overwhelmed  the  prooaedinga.  The  facts 
in  brief  are,  that  the  lady  entered  into  a  private  marriage ; 
cohabited  under  it  for  a  time  secretly ;  had  issue,  which  died ; 
disagreed  with  her  husband,  whereupon  they  separated ;  and 
after  many  years  she  brought  against  hiro  a  suit  of  jactita* 
tion  of  marriage,  which  he,  colluding  with  her,  defended,  by 
setting  up  a  maxriage  at  a  different  time  and  place  and  under 
different  circumstances  from  those  which  attended  the  real 
ope.  The  witnesses  to  prove  the  marriage  which  did  take 
place  were  d^ignedly  kept  back ;  and  be,  failing  of  course  to 
establish  this  feigned  marriage,  suffered,  what  both  parties 
concurrently  sought,  sentenise  to  go  against  him.  The  lady 
then  entered  into  a  second  matrimonial  alliance*  After  the 
death  of  the  second  husband,  she  was  indicted  for  polygamy ; 
and  the  indictment,  on  her  prayer,  and  on  account  of  her 
rank,  was  tried  in  parliament.  She  relied  upon  the  fraudu* 
lent^ sentence  in  the  jactitation  suit;  but  it  was  held  not  to 
be  a  bar,  and  Bhe  was  convicted.  A  sufficient  reason  for 
setting  aside  the  sentence,  according  at  least  to  modern  de- 
terminations, is,  that  it  was  obtained  through  fraud  and  col- 
Jusion,  which  vitiate  all  judgments;  and  it  has  been  well 
questioned,  whether  the  case  should  be  received  as  authority 
for  any  thing  .beyond  this  point«^ 

§  758  [704].  In  the  discussion  of  this  case,  the  distinguish* 
ing  consideration,  that  the  sentence  in  the  jactitation  suit 
involved,  as  all  judgments  in  matrimonial  causes  do,  the 
question  of  status,  therein  differing  from  most  other  final 
determinations  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  was  by  no  one 
distinctly  presented.  A  multitude  of  other  points  were  elal>- 
orated,  but  oh  what  ground  of  law  the  decision  did  finally 


>  Wadd.  Dig.  296,  note ;  2  Smith  Lead.  Cas.  446.  Before  the  offlcen  of  the 
atowa  undertook  the  prosecntiofi  they  oonsulled  Mr.  HavfraTO  upon  the  law ;  and 
hs  gave  them  an  elabocate  opinion,  in  writing*  adv*ec«e  to  the  ecown  on  all  pointi 
except  that  of  fraud,  whioh  was  the  only  thing,  he  contended,  that  oonld  avoid  the 
conclosive  effect  of  the  ecdesiastieal  lentence.  The  opinion  was  afterward  pub- 
lished by  the  learned  author  of  it,  in  Harg.  Iaw  Tracts,  p.  449.  See  also  Barrs  v. 
J«ck80xu  I  T.  &  GqL^C.  C  ftSft,  590,  698 ;  I  Browne  Qiyil  Law,  96,  note. 
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rest,  does  not  appear.  In  the  coarse  of  the  proceedings^  the 
Lords  put  to  the  judges  two  questions,  both  of  which  were 
answered  favorably  to  the  prosecution ;  namely,  "  1.  Whether 
a  sentence  of  the  Spiritual  Court  against  a  marriage,  in  a  suit 
for  jactitation  of  marriage,  is  conclusive  evidence,  so  as  to 
stop  the  counsel  for  the  crown  from  proving  the  said  mar- 
riage in  an  indictment  for  polygamy  ?  3.  Whether,  admit- 
ting such  sentence  to  be  conclusive  upon  such  indictment, 
the  counsel  for  the  crown  may  be  admitted  to  avoid  the 
effect  of  such  sentence,  by  proving  the  same  to  have  been 
obtained  by  fraud  and  collusion  ?  "  *  For  their  negative  an- 
swer to  the  first  of  the  above  questions,  the  judges  assigned 
a  variety  of  reasons,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  leave  us  in  doubt 
whether  any  one  of  them,  and  what  one,  would  have  been 
deemed  sufficient  of  itself.  Among  the  reasons  are  the  fol- 
lowing: first,  that  the  party  prosecutor  in  the  indictment, 
namely,  the  king,  was  not  a  party  to  the  jactitation  suit ; 
secondly,  that  the  receiving  of  the  sentence  as  conclusive 
^<  would  tend  to  give  the  Spiritual  Courts,  which  are  not  per- 
mitted to  exercise  any  judicial  cognizance  in  matters  of  crime, 
an  immediate  influence  in  trials  for  offences,  and  to  draw  the. 
decision  from  the  course  of  common  law,  to  which  it  solely 
and  peculiarly  belongs."  But,  thirdly,  if  the  result  be  not  as 
thus  indicated  in  respect  to  a  direct  sentence,  in  a  matri- 
monial cause  involving  the  identical  question,  yet  a  sentence 
in  a  jactitation  suit  is  not  a  direct  determination  upon  the 
question  of  marriage. 

§  759  [705.]  In  respect  to  the  last  point  taken  by  the 
judges,  a  jactitation  suit  is,  indeed,  of  a  peculiar  nature.  It 
seeks  a  kind  of  ecclesiastical  injunction  upon  the  defendant, 
against  a  species  of  matrimonial  defamation.  The  libel 
complains,  that  the  defendant  has  falsely  and  maliciously 
boasted  of  being  married  to  the  plaintiff,  and  prays  for  a 
decree  of  perpetual  silence  firom  such  boasting.  There  are 
three  defences,  any  one  of  which  Tuay  be  relied  upon;  namely. 


1  DueheBS  of  EingBton's  ciae,  20  Howell  St.  Tr.  355,  S  Smith  Lesd.  Cu.  484. 
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firet,  a  denial  of  the  boasting ;  8econdly»  a  aetting  up  of  a 
fact  of  marriage;  thirdly,  that,  though  there  waa  really  no 
marriage,  the  pretence  of  there  having  been  one  was  autho^ 
Lied  by  the  con^plainant.  It  is  not  claimed,  that  a  sentence 
in  a  cause  of  jactitation,  when  either  the  first  or  third  of 
these  defences  has  been  taken,  amounts  to  a  judgment  upon 
the  fact  of  marriage^  having  the  force  of  a  decree  of  nullity. 
But  it  is  said,  with  apparent  reason,  that,  when  the  second 
defence  is  made,  ^  the  proceeding,"  in  the  language,  of  Lord 
Stowell,  *'  assumes  another  shape,  that  of  a  suit  of  nullity, 
and  of  restitution  of  Conjugal  rights,  on  an  inquiry  into  the 
fact  and  validity  of  such  asserted  marriage."  ^  Yet  where 
this  second  defence  is  made,  the  sentence  against  the  mar- 
riage is  in  form  materially  different  from  the  sentence  ren» 
dered  upon  an  original  suit  for  nullity.  In  the  latter  suit, 
the  adjudication  finds,  that  there  was  a  pretended  marriage 
between  the  parties,  but  that,  for  causes  set  forth,  it  was  and 
is  null  and  void,  and  that  the  plaintiff  waa  and  is  free  from 
all  bond  of  marriage  with  the  defendant'  But  in  a  jactita* 
tion  cause,  the  corresponding  determination  is,  not  that  there 
was  a  pretended  marriage,  which  was  a  nullity,  but  that  none 
was  entered  into,  as  far  as  yet  appears,^  Still  there  are 
cases  in  which  the  sentence  in  such  a  suit  has  been  received 
as  conclusive  upon  the  question  of  marriage.^ 

§  760  [706].  But  any  adjudication,  whether  in  a  suit  of 
jactitation,  of  nullity,  or  of  divorce,  in  order  to  have  the  con- 
clusive effect  described,  must  have  been  obtained  bond  fide^ 
and  without  fraud  or  collusion  between  the  parties ;  for  fraud 
in  these  causes,  as  in  all  others,  vitiates  every  judgment  into 
which  it  enters,^    According  to  a  very  familiar, principle  of 


1  Hawke  v.  Corri,  S  Hag.  Cod.  880,  287,  388 ;  Bodkin  v.  Caae,  MilwarcL  355 ; 
Coote  Ec  Pract.  357-360 ;  1  Browne  CitU  Law,  96,  nQt« ;  ante,  S  9^- 

*  Coote  Ec.  Pract.  408, 403 ;  ante,  i  865. 

*  Bee  the  sentence  which  waa  relied  upon  in  the  Dncheie  of  'Kingeton'f  Ga<ie» 
80  Howell  St.  Tr.  355, 390;  Bodkin  v.  Case,  Milward,  355,  361. 

«  QewB  V.  Bathont|  8  Stra.  960;  Dacoeta  v.  YlUa  Beal,  8  Stra.  961. 

*  Stoiy  Confl.  Laws,  S  597 ;  Harg.  Law  Tracts,  479 ;  Biowniword  v.  Kdwwdi, 
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law,  however,  one  would  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  a  Traud 
to  which  he  was  himself  privy,  in  obtaining  the  sentence. 
And  a  still  broader  doctrine  has  been  laid  down,  that  only 
strangers  to  the  sentence  can  make,  on  a  collateral  proceed- 
ing, this  averment  of  fraud ;  for,  it  is  said,  a  party  to  it 
might  have  it  reversed,  but  a  stranger  could  not.^  If,  how- 
ever, the  propositions  to  be  stated  in  the  next  section  are 
received  as  correct,  it  would  seem  clearly  to  follow,  that  a  party 
to  the  sentenqe  can  never,  .either  in  a  direct  or  collateral  pro- 
ceeding, set  up  against  it  the  fraud  in  its  procurement,  and 
that  this  right  exists  only  in  privies  and  strangers. 

§  761  [707].  It  has  been  held,  that  fraud  and  collusion,  to 
avoid  a  sentence  in  a  matrimonial  cause,  must  have  been 
practised  by  and  between  the  parties  to  that  suit.  Thus,  if 
the  father  were  promoter  in  a  proceeding  to  annul  the  mar- 
riage of  a  minor  son,  fraudulent  conduct  concerning  it  in  the 
son,  to  which  conduct  the  father  was  not  privy,  would  not  be 
admissible  to  impeach- the  sentence.  And  it  appears  to  have 
been  further  held  by  the  Privy  Council,  in  Meddowcroft  v. 
Huguenin,  that  no  fraud  of  one  of  the  parties  alone  would 


2  Vee.  aen.  243,  246 ;  Hake  o.  Fink,  9  Watts,  336  ;  CJonwaj  v.  Beazley,  3  Hag.  Ec. 
639, 5  Eng.  Ec.  242, 244, 245 ;  Roach  v.  Ganran,  1  Yes.  sen.  157 ;  Harg.  Law  Tracts, 
485 ;  3  Barge  Ck>l.  ft  For.  Laws,  1060, 1061 ;  ante,  f  754 ;  Harding  v,  Alden,  9 
Gieenl.  140, 151 ;  Jackson  v,  Jackson,  I  Johns.  424 ;  2  Kent  Com.  109 ;  Harrison  v. 
Soathampton,  17  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  364,  21  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  343,  as  to  which  see  ante, 
f  756,  note. 

^  Pradham  v,  Phillips,  cited  Amb.  763,  2  Bom  Ec.  Law,  495.  In  this  case, 
according  to  Mr.  Ford's  note,  as  published  bj  Mr.  Hargrave,  the  ooort,  after  lay- 
ing down  the  doctrine  that  fraud  may  be  set  up  in  answer  to  an  eodesiastiatl 
sentence  of  nullity,  which  has  been  oflfored  in  evidence,  proceeded :  "  But  who 
.eyer  knew  li  defendant  plead,  that  a  judgment  obtained  against  him  was  fraudu- 
lent ?  He  must  apply  to  the  court ;  and,  if  both  parties  collude  in  the  cheat  upon 
the  court",  it  was  neyer  known  that  either  of  them  could  vacate  the  judgment 
Here  defendant  was  party  to  the  sentence ;  and,  whether  she  was  imposed  upon, 
or  she  joined  in  deceiving  the  court,  this  is  not  the  time  or  place  for  her  to  redress 
herself.  She  may,  if  she  has  occasion,  appeal,  or  apply  otherwise  to  the  proper 
judge."  Haig.  Law  Tracts,  456,  note ;  Habback  on  Succession,  269.  See  P^se 
V.  Naylor,  5  T.  B.  80 ;  Meddowcroft  v.  Huguenin,  3  Curt  Ec.  403,  7  Eng.  Ec. 
438;  8. 0.  on  Appeal,  4  E.  F.  Moore,  386 ;  Greene  v.  Greene,  2  Gray,  361,  4  Am. 
Law  Begister,  1, 42;  ante,  \  753. 
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• 

be  Qufficienty  but  that  both  must  have  participated  in  it,  — 
that  it  must  amount  to  collusion,  whereby  the  parties  jointly 
imposed  upon  the  court  Lord  Brougham  observed :  "  The 
fraudulent  suppression  of  evidence  by  one  party  would  be 
insufficient.  It  is  when  the  two  parties  combine  together 
that  it  becomes  collusion..  In  the  words  of  Wedderburn,  in 
the  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case  :  ^  '  A  sentence  obtained  by 
fraud  and  collusion  is  no  sentence.  In  order  to  make  a  sen- 
tence, there  must  be  a  real  interest,  a  real  argument,  a  real 
prosecution,  a  real  defence,  a  real  decision.  Of  all  these 
requisites,  not  one  takes  place  in  the  case  of  a  fraudulent 
and  collusive  suit  There  is  no  judge  :  but  a  persQp  invested 
with  the  ensigns  of  a  judicial  office  is  misemployed  in  listen- 
ing to  a  fictitious  case  proposed  to  him.  There  is  no  party 
litigating,  there  is  no  party  defendant,  no  real  interest  brought 
into  question ;  and,  to  use  the  words  of  a  very  sensible  civilian 
on  this  point,  fabulay  turn  judicium^  hoc  est ;  in  scend^  nan  in 
foro^  res  agiturJ  "  ^ 

§  762  [708].  It  may  sometimes  be  difficillt  to  determine, 
whether  the  facts  in  a  particular  case  amount  to  sufficient 
fraud  to  avoid  the  sentence;  or  what  fraud  will  have  the 
effect  Upon  this  subject,  no  very 'distinct  lines  have  been 
drawn  by  the  cQurts.  In  Conway  v,  Beazley,  where  there 
had  been  a  Scotch  divorce,  a  vinculo^  and  a  second  marriage, - 
the  second  wife  brought  her  suit  for  nullity  on  the  ground 
that  the  Scotch  tribunal  had  no  rightful  authority  to  dissolve 
the  vinculum  of  the  first  marriage,  which  she  contended  was 
still  in  force ;  and  Dr.  Lushington,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion, 
observed :  ^  It  has  been  said,  that  the  divorce  at  Edinburgh 
was  only  pleaded  because  it  was  deemed  impropei;,  to  keep 
the  court  in  ignorance  of  that  circumstance.     If  a  fact  of 


1  ao  Howell  St.  Tr.  478,  479. 

*  Meddowcroft  v,  Hngaenln,  4  E.  F.  Moore,  886;  Peiiy  v,  Meddowcroft,  10 
Bear.  122 ;  ante,  §  758,  and  Allen  v.  Maclellan,  there  referred  to.  The  order  va- 
cating  the  decree  of  diyoroe,  mentioned  in  the  last  case,  had  been  entered  on 
application  of  the  defendant,  on  whose  default  the  diroroe  was  originally  granted ; 
but  the  point  stated  in  the  text  did  not  arise  in  the  case,  and  was  not  discussed. 
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each  magnitude  had  been  euppreBded,  I  am  of  opinioti  that 
any  sentence  pronounced  by  the  court  would  hate  very  little 
availed  the  parties,  — that  it  would  not  hav^  been  finally 
binding,  but  would  have  bejn  open  to  reexamination,  -^  that 
such  suppression  would,  in  short,  have  rendered  the  proceed- 
ings liable  to  impeachment.  An  endeavor  to  obtain  a  sen- 
tence when  any  such  material  information  was  withheld, 
would  be  unfair  tow^ds  the  court,  and  prejudicial  to  the 
due  administration  of  justice."  *  And  in  a  New  York  cAde 
it  was  shown,  that,  while  the  husband  ahd  wife  were  living 
in  Connecticut,  she  petitioned  to  the  legislatuje  of  the  latter 
State  for^a  divorce  from  bed  and  board  on  the  ground  of 
his  cruelty,  he  appeared  and  answered  to  her  complaint, 
and,  after  due  hearing,  her  prayer  was  allowed.  Five  yearb 
afterward  he  applied  to  a  court  in  Vermont,  ^here  he  was 
residing,  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo^  on  the  allegation  that  she 
had  deserted  Am,  suppressing  the  fact  of  the  proceeding  in 
Connecticut  Service  was  made  on  her  by  publication,  but 
she  had  no  actual  notice  of  his  suit,  and  did  not  appear. 
Judgment  was  f%ndered  in  his  favor,  dissolving  the  marriage ; 
but  the  New  York  court  held,  that,  as  he  had  imposed  upon 
the  tribunal  rendering  it,  by  allegations  Which  he  knew  to  be 
false,  and  had  concealed  the  real  facts,  the  judgment  was 
void.^  It  is  not  however  sufficient  to  avoid  a  sentence,  that 
the  costs  of  the  Unsucoessful  party  had  been  agreed  to  be 
paid  by  the  other ;  that  some  witnesses  Were  not  examined, 
and  others  not  cross-examined ;  and  that  obstacles  were  not 
interposed  which  might  have  been.' 

§  763  [709].  When  parties  resort  to  the  eourts  of  a  foreign 
State  o»  country,  without  a  change  Of  domicil,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  divorce  to  which  they  would  not  be 


1  Conwaj  9.  Beazk/i  8  Hag.  639,  6  Eng.  Be.  8481  B44«  M5. 

>  Borden  o.  Fitoh,  15  Johns.  ISlj  146«    And  see  Alloa  v.  MadoUani  8  Jwm, 
Fa.  838 1  Harrison  v«  Harrison^  19  Ala«  499  j  Vuoher  v.  VlMhAr,  18  Barb.  840. 

*  Pony  0.  Meddowcroft)  10  Boar.  188  j  Moddowooft  i^i  HagMtiia,  8  Cwl  Bo. 
403,  7  Bng.  Eo.  488  {  a.  c  on  Appeal,  4  B.  F<  MOoi%  888. 
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entitled  by  the  law  of  their  own  country,  the  divorce,  as  we 
have  already  seen,^  will  be  treated  at  home  as  invalid.  The 
trae  principle  is  undoubtedly,  that  the  foreign  tribunal  had 
no  proper  jurisdictioh  over  the.  subject-matter,*  being  one  of 
status,  with  which  the  courts  of  the  parties'  domicil  are 
alone  competent  to  deal.  Yet  this  case  is  sometimes  treated 
of  as  one  of  fraud.  Thus,  persons  married  in  New  York 
cohabited  there  for  nearly  a  year,  when  the  wife, .  without 
any  change  of  domicil,  went  to  Vermont  for  the  express  and 
sole  purpose  of  procuring  a  divorce  for  a  cause  not  allowed 
by  the  laws  of  her  own  State.  She  obtained  a  decree  in  her 
favor,  with  an  altbwance  of  alimony ;  and,  to  recover  the  ali* 
mony,  she  brought  her  suit  in  New  York.  It  was  held,  that 
she  could  not  prevail,  the  Vermont  divorce  being  in  evasion 
of  the  law  of  her  domicil.'  The  court  add :  "  It  may  be  laid 
down  as  a  general  principle,  that,  whenever  an  act  is  done  in 
firaudem  legiSj  it  cannot  be  the  basis  of  a  suit  in  the  courts  of 
a  country  whose  laws  arq  attempted  to  be  infringed."  ^ 

§  764  [709  a].  It  is  always  important  to  consider,  between 
what  parties,  and  in  what  manner,  the  question  of  fraud 
arises.  This  matter  was  somewhat  discussed  in  a  late  Mas- 
sachusetts case,  in  which  the  point  adjudicated  was,  that  if 
a  husband  obtains  a  divorce  on  false  testimony,  the  wife 
cannot  iiave  the  divorce  sentence  declared  a  nullity,  on  a 
prayer  inserted  in  her  libel  for  divorce  against  him,  filed  at  a 
subsequent  term.^  The  truth  is,  there  are  several  questions 
on  this  subject  of  fraud  in  the  sentence,  not  yet  settled  on 
authority ;  and  perhaps  it  will  not  be  wise  to  pursue  these 
speculations  further  here.* 

§  765  [710].    We  have  seen,  that  an  adjudication,  to  have 


1  Ante,  4  144-154. 

^  Jackson  v,  Jackson,  1  Johns.  424 ;  2  Kent  Com.  108.  And  see  Yischer  v, 
Vischer,  12  Barb.  640;  Lyon  v.  Ljon,  2  Qnj,  367. 

'  Greene  v.  Greene,  2  Gray,  361,  4  Am.  Law  Register,  42. 

*  See  an  article  in  which  sererai  points  are  discussed,  4  Am.  Law  Register,  1 ; 
I  Bishop  Crim.  Law,  4  678,  679 ;  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  19  Ala.  499. 
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the  oonclusive  force  described,  must  involve  the  direct  ques- 
tion of  the  existence  and  validity  of  the  matrimonial  relation, 
or  of  its  dissolution.^  We  have  seen  also,  that,  in  every 
divorce  suit,  both  the  fact  and  legality  of  the  marriage  are 
directly  in  issue,  as  the  foundation  of  the  proceedings  and 
that  the  sentence  of  divorce,  in  form  and  effect,  affirms  them.^ 
It  appears  therefore  clearly  to  foUo^,  that,  after  such  a  sen- 
tence, these  questions  can  no  more  be  stirred.  Thus,  if  a 
party  is  separated  from  bed  and  board  for  his  adultery,  he 
cannot  afterward  be  heard  on  an  application  to  have  the 
marriage  declared  null  and  void  ab  inilioj  on  the  score  of 
impotence.^*  • 

§  766  [711].  If  one  brings  a  libel  for  divorce,  which  he 
fails  to  sustain  by  proof,  and  it  is  dismissed  on  due  contesta- 
tion, by  a  final  judgment  not  in  the  nature  of  a  nonsuit,  he 
cannot  afterward  maintain  a  second  suit  for  the  same  offence. 


1  Ante,  4  754.  *  Ante,  262. 

*  Gnest  17.  Shipley,  2  Hag.  Con.  321,  4  Eng.  Ec  548;  Vol.  I.  ^  116.  This  view 
is  evidently  sostained  on  principle,  and  it  was  distinctly  affirmed  by  Lord  Stowell, 
in  the  case  cited  of  Gaest  v.  Shipley.  But  the  doctrine  seems  not  to  have  been 
always  in  the  minds  of  the  judges,  though  I  am  not  aware  that  it  was  ever  dis- 
tinctly overruled.  Thus,  recently,  in  a  suit  for  nullity  promoted  by  the  husband. 
Sir  J.  Dodson  remarked  :  "  This  case  is  attended  with  very  peculiar  circumstances. 
The  marriage  took  place  in  1826.  Then  a  suit  was  promoted  by  the  wjfe  against 
the  husband  for  a  separation  by  reason  of  adultery,  in  which  she  obtained  a  sen- 
tence ;  the  marriage,  therefore,  which  is  the  foundation  of  a  decree  of  separation, 
must  in  that  suit  have  been  established.  Then  in  1838  there  was  a  suit  for  nullity 
of  marriage  (1  Curt.  Ec.  870)  promoted  by  the  wife  against  the  husband.  The 
husband  defended  that  suit,  and  successfully,  for  the  marriage  was  not  held  to  be 
void  and  null.  The  wife  then  had  obtained  a  sentence  of  separation,  but  failed 
in  her  suit  for  annulling  the  marriage ;  and  so  things  remained  till  the  present  suit 
was  instituted  by  the  husband.  When  the  present  case  came  before  Sir  H.  Jenner 
Fust,  he  took  the  objection  that  the  jurisdiction  was  not  sufficiently  pleaded ;  for 
the  libel  did  not  plead  that  the  domicil  of  the  wife  was  in  the  diocese  of  Can- 
terbury," &c.  So  the  case  was  disposed  of  without  any  intimation  that  the  former 
proceedings  would  be  a  bar.  Williams  v.  Dormer,  16  Jur.  366,  9  Eng.  L.  &  Eq. 
598,  2  Robertson,  505.  Possibly  some  aid  in  this  matter  may  be  gathered  from 
recurring  to  the  principles  "stated*  Vol.  1. 4  689-692.  Some  of  the  facta  in  the  late 
case  of  Gaines  v.  Relf  seem  to  have  furnished  scope  for  a  discussion  of  the  doc- 
trine stated  in  the  text,  but  the  point  does  not  appear  at  all  in  the  report.  Gaines 
V.  Belf,  12  How.  U.  S.  472. 
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He  may,  however,  proceed  for  sabsequent  offence^,  or  for 
offences  which  occurred  during  the  pendency  of  the  first  suit.^ 
And  where  a  libel  for  divorce  sets  forth  various  acts  of  adul- 
tery, with  persons  named  and  persons  said  to  be  unknown, 
and  alleges  repetition  of  the  crime  between  a  certain  day 
and  the  time  of  filing  the  libel ;  the  libellant  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  come  prepared  with  every  proof  proper  to  be 
received,  bearing  on  the  sr^ject  of  the  complaint.  And  after 
a  full. hearing,  followed  by  a  decree  of  divorce  or  dismissal, 
the  question  must  be  taken  as  concluded  between  the  parties ; 
and  a  second  proceeding  cannot  be  sustained  for  any  acts 
charged  to  have  been  done  before  the  commencement  of  the 
firsts 

■ 

§  767.  There  is  before  the  writer  material  from  which  he 
might  enlarge  very  considerably  the  discussions  of  this  chap« 
ter.  But  ofi  due  consideration  it  is  deemed  best  to  let  the 
matter  rest  here. 


1  Vance  v,  Vance,  17  BCaine,  203 ;  Griffin  v.  Griffin,  8  B.  Monr.  120. 
^  V|nce  V.  Vance.  sTjpra. 
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§  768.  It  is  proposed  to  give  in  this  connection  a  collec- 
tion of  forms,  a  part  of  which  are  copied  from  books,  or  from 
the  files  of  courts,  and  a  part  of  which  are  written  by  the  au- 
thor for  use  here.  The  origin  of  the  particular  form  will  be 
stated  in  each  case. 

§  769.  Libel  for  NullUy  of  Marriage  —  General  Form. 
[Original.] 

To  the  Honorable  Justices  of  the Coorl^  hdden,  &o. 

The  Libel  of  Jacob  Robinson,  c^ ,  in  the  County  of ,  laborer, 

against 

Maria  Richardson,  falsely  calling  herself  Maria  R.  Robinson,  and  pretending 

to  be  the  wife  of  said  Jacob, 

Rbspbctfully  rbpbbskntb.  That  on  the  tenth  day  of  Noyember,  in  the 
year  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty-six,  your  libellant  and  the  said  Maria  were 

in  form  of  law,  but  not  in  effect,  married,  at  -: ,  and  that  they  afterward 

lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  at  the  said ,  until,  on  the  fourteenth 

day  of  June,  now  last  past,  your  libellant,  discovering  said  marriage  to  be  null 
and  void,  ceased  to  cohabit  with  said  Maria.  And  your  libellant  alleges, 
that  the  cause  for  which  said  marriage  is  void,  is  the  following :  [here  set  out 
the  cause.] 

Wherefore  he  prays,  that,  by  decree  of  this  honorable  court,  the  said 
pretended  marriage  may  be  pronounced  to  be,  and  to  have  been,  at  and 
from  the  time  of  its  celebration,  null  and  void,  and  that  such  ftirther  relief 
may  be  granted  to  your  libellant  in  the  premises  as  to  right  and  law  may 
pertain.  Jacob  Robinson. 
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§  770.  Libel  for  Divorce  —  General  Form.  Cause,  Adul- 
tery.    [Original.] 

To  tike  Honorable  Justices  of  the —  Court,  holden,  &c. 

The  Libel  of  Richard  Bhodes,  of ,  in  the  County  of ,  yeoman, 

against 
Sarah  A.  Rhodes,  wife  of  said  Richard, 

R]BSPKCTFni.LY  BBPRE61SNT8,  That  the  said  Richard  and  the  said  Sarah 
were  lawfully  married  to  one  another,  her  name  being  before  marriage  Sarah 
A.  Franklin,  on  the  fourth  day  of  June,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and 

forty-one,  at ,  in  this  State,  and  that  your  libellant  and  the  said 

Sarah  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  in  various  places  in  this  State 
after  their  said  marriage  until,  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  December  now  last 
past,  your  libellant  lefl  the  said  Sarah  on  discovering  the  adulteries  hereinafter 
to  be  mentioned.    And  your  libellant  says,  that,  on  the  fifth  day  of  June;  in 

the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty,  the  said  Sarah,  at ,  in  the  County 

of ,  committed  adultery  with  one  William  Rochester;  and  on  the 

tenth  day  of  May,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty-one,  she  committed 
adultery  with  some  person. whose  name  is  unknown  to  your  libellant,  at 

,  in  the  County  of ;  and  that  she  has  committed  various  other 

adulteries  which  your  libellant  cannot  here  particularly  specify. 

Wherefore  he  prays,  that  the  bond  of  marriage  between  him  and  the  said 
Sarah  may  be  dissolved,  and  for  such  further  and  other  relief  as  to  this  hon- 
orable Court  may  seem  just.  Richard  Rhodes. 

§  771.  Whether  the  matter  of  there  being  children  of  the 
marriage,  suppose  there  are  such,  should  be  mentioned  in  the 
libel,  and  various  other  points,  we  have  already  discussed. 
In  some  States,  perhaps  in  moat,  it  is  necessary  there  should 
be  some  allegation  of  the  residence  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the 
State,  during  a  specified  number  of  years  before  the  bringing 
of  the  divorce  suit,  —  a  matter,  also,  already  discussed.  In 
Massachusetts,  there  can  be  no  divorce  granted  where  the  par-, 
ties  have  never  lived  together  in  the  State,  except  as  follows : 
w  When,"  according  to  Gen.  Stats.,  c  107,  §  11,  "the libellant 
has  resided  in  this  State  five  consecutive  years  next  preceding 
the  time  of  filing  of  the  libel,  a  divorce  may  be  decreed  for  any 
cause  allowed  by  law,  whether  it  occurred  in  this  Common- 
wealth or  elsewhere ;  unless  it  appears  that  the  libellant  has 
removed  into  this  State  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a  di- 
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vorce."  Under  this  statute,  when  the  allegation  is  not  of  a 
marriage  and  living  together  in  Massachusetts,  bat  in  some 
other  State  or  country,  there  must  be  an  averment  of  resi- 
dence by  the  libellant  in  the  State.  The  following  is  supposed 
to  meet  the  demand : 

Averment  of  Marriage  abroad  and  Residence  of  the  Plaintiff  in  Masgaehu- 

setts.    [Original.]  • 

That  on  the  tenth  day  of  November,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and 
thirty-fltx,  your  libellant,  a  single  woman,  whose  name  was  then  Julia  Ran- 
dolph, was  lawfully  married  to  the  respondent,  at  Hartford,  in  the  Staite 
of  Connecticut,  and  that  afterward,  on  the  fourth  day  of  June,  in  the  year 

,  your  libellant  removed  into  Massachusetts,  and  from  that  day  to  the 

day  of  the  filing  of  this  libel,  being  more  than  five  consecutive  years  next 
preceding  said  filing,  she  has  resided  and  continues  to  reside  in  this  State.    . 

§  772.  Libel  for  Divorce  for  AduUery.  The  following  two 
forms  are  from  Oliver's  Prefte^ents,  and  they  have  been  often 
followed  in  Massachusetts :  _. 

V 

To  the  Honorable  the  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  ne^t  to  be 
holden  at,  &c^  within  and  for  the  County  of,  &c.,  on,  &c. 

A.  B.  of,  &c.,  wife  of  C.  B.  of,  &c.,  respectfully  libels  and  gives  this  honor- 
able Court  to  be  informed ;  that  she  was  lawfully  married  to  the  said  C.  B., 
at,  &c.,  on,  &C.,  and  has  had  by  him  four  children  who  are  now  liviiig,  viz. 
K.  B.,  L.  B^  M.  B.,  and  N.  B. ;  that  your  libellant  since  their  intermarriage 
has  always  behaved  herself  as  a  fiiithful,  chaste,  and  afiectionate  wife  towards 
the  said  C.  D. ;  but  that  the  said  C.  D.,  wholly  regardless  of  his  marriage 
covenant  and  duty,  on  divers  days  and  times  since  the  said  intermarriage, 
viz.  on,  &C.,  at^  &c.,  has  ccmimitted  the  crime  of  adultery  with  divers  lewd 
women,  viz.  with  one  M.  R.,  one  N.  R.,  and  one  R.  P.,  all  of,  &c.,  and  with 
divers  other  lewd  women  whose  names  are  to  your  libellant  unknown ;  that 
the  said  C.  D.  and  the  said  A.  B.  in  her  right,  hold  in  fee-simple,  real  estate 
of  the  value  of  $ — ,  within  this  Commonwealth ;  that  by  reason  of  the  said 
marriage,  the  said  C.  D.  has  received  personal  estate  to  the  value  of  % — ; 
that  the  siud  C.  D.  is  seised  in  fee  in  his  own  right  of  a  valuable  real  estate^ 
situate  within  this  Commonwealth,  and  owns  and  has  a  large  and  valuaUe 
personal  estate,  to  wit,,  of  the  value  of  S — ,  besides  the  personal  estate 
which  he  received  by  reason  of  said  marriage ;  wherefore  the  said  lil^eUant 
prays  right  and  justice,  ana  that  she  may  be  divorced  from  the  bonds  of 
matrimony,  between  her  and  her  said  husband ;  that  all  the  personal  estate, 
which  he  received  by  reason  of  said  marriage,  as  aforesaid,  or  a  sum  of 
[606] 


FOBUS.  §  775 

■ 

money  equal  in  yalue  to  the  whole  of  the  same  personal  estate,  may  be  as- 
signed to  her,  for  her  own  use,  and  that  the  custody  and  education  of  two  of 
the  said  children,  yiz.  M.  B.  and  N.  B.,  on  account  of  their  tender  years, 
may  be  committed  and  intrusted  to  her ;  and  as  in  duty  boubd  will  ever 
pray,  &c. 

§  773,  Another;  more  brief. 

A.  B.,  wife  of  C.  D.  of,  &c.,  libels  and  gives  this  honorable  Court  to  be  in- 
formed, that  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  she  was  lawfully  married  to  the  said  C.  D.,  and 
hath  always  behaved  towards  him  as  a  chaste  and  faithful  wife ;  yet  the  said 
C.  D.  neglecting  his  marriage  vows  and  duty,  since  the  said  marriage,  on, 
&c.,  at,  &c.,  committed  the  crime  of  adultery  with  a  certain  lewd  woman,  to 
your  libellant  unknown.  That  the  said  C.  D.  has  a  personal  estate  of  the 
value  of  $ — ,  which  he  received  by  reason  of  the  said  marriage,  as  well  as 
other  personal  estate  of  the  value  of  S — ;  wherefore  your  libellant  prays  that 
the  bonds  of  matrimony  may  be  dissolved  between  herself  and  the  said  C. 
D. ;  that  the  value  of  said  personal  estate,  which  the  said  C.  D.  received  on 
account  of  the  said  marriage,  may  be  restored  to  her ;  and  that  such  further 
provision  should  be  made  for  her  out  of  the  estate  of  the  said  C.  D.  as  this 
honorable  Court  may  consider  just,  &c. 

§  774.  The  following  three  forms  of  bills  for  divorce  are 
such  as  are  used  in  Ck)nnectiout,  extracted  from  the  second 
edition  of  Swift's  Digest : 

Bill  for  a  Divcree  for  Wilful  Absence, 

To  the  Hon.  &c. 

The  petition  pf  A.  B.,  of ,  humbly  showeth,  that,  on  the day 

of ,  she,  by  the  name  of  A.  S.,  was  lawfully  married  to  L.  B.,  of  said 

,  and  that  she  continued  to  live  with  the  said  L.  B.  in  the  ftuthful  dis- 
charge of  all  the  duties  incumbent  on  her  as  the  wife  of  the  said  L.  B.,  until 

the day  of ,  when  the  said  L.  B.  deserted  the  petitioner,  and  has 

ever  since,  for  more  than  three  years,  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  live 
with  or  provide  for  the  petitioner  as  his  wife,  and  has  wholly  neglected  to 
dischaige  any  of  the  duties  incumbent  on  him  as  her  husband.  She  therefore 
prays,  that  this  honorable  Court  will  order  and  decree  that  the  petitioner  be 
divorced  from  the  said  L.  B.,  and  declared  to  be  sole,  single,  and  unmarried. 

Dated .  A.  B. 

§  775.  Bill  for  a  Divorce  for  Adultery. 

That  the  petitioner,  on  the day  of ,  was  lawfully  married  to 

C.  B.,  his  present  wife,  by  the  name  of  S.  B.,  and  that  he  continued  to  re- 
side with  the  said  C.  B.  until  the day  of ^  in  the  fidthful  discharge 
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of  all  the  duties  incQinbent  opon  him  as  her  husband ;  baft  that,  on  or  about 

the  nid day  of ,  and  on  diTers  other  days  and  times  since  said 

marriage, -the  said  C.  B.  anunitted  adultery  with  6.  H^  of ,  and  on 

Tarioos  other  days  and  times  with  other  men  whose  names  are  to  the  peti- 
tioner unknown,  which  acts  of  the  said  C.  B.  were,  nntil  recently,  to  the 
petitioner  unknown ;  wherefore  he  prays  this  Court,  &c. 

§  776.  Bill  for  Divorce  for  Drunkenness  and  Biiderable 
Cruelly^  with  a  Prayer  for  Alimony  and  the  Custody  of 
Children. 

That  the  petitioner  was,  on  the day  of ,  by  the  name  of  A.  8., 

lawfully  married  to  L.  B.,  of ,  and  that  she  continued  Id  live  with  the 

said  L.  B.,  in  the  faithful  discharge  of  all  the  duties  of  the  marriage  relation, 

until  on  or  about  the day  of  *-^,  when  the  said  L.  B.  became,  aiid 

has  ever  since  continued  to  be;  grossly  and  habitually  intemperate,  and  dni^ 
ing  all  that  time  has  been  guilty  of  intolerable  cruelty  to  the  petitioner,  and 
has  repeatedly  beat  and  bruised  her,  and  has  neglected  to  provide  for  her 
necessary  food  and  clothing ;  she  further  says,  that  the  said  L.  B.  is  the  owner 
in  fee-simple  of  a  lot  of  land,  with  a  dwelling-house  and  other  buildings 

standing  thereon,  situated  in  said ^  bounded,  &c.,  of  the  value  of 

dollars,  and  that  he  has  personal  property  of  the  value  <^ ;  she  further 

says,  that  she  is  the  mother,  by  the  respondent,  of  two  children,  of  the  re- 
spective ages  of*  two  and  four  years«  to  wit, ,  who,  by  reason  of  their 

tender  ages,  need  her  care  and  attention ;  and  that  the  respondent,  in  con- 
sequence of  his  intemperance,  is  wholly  unfit  to  have  the  care  and  custody 
of  said  children ;  she  therefore  prays  this  honorable  Court  to  order  and  de- 
creof  that  she  be  divorced  from  the  said  L.  B.,  and  declared  to  be  sole,  sin- 
gle, and  unmarried ;  that  one-third  part  of  said  real  and  pmonal  estate  be 
assigned  to  her  as  her  just  alimony ;  and  that  she  be  entitled  to  the  care  and 
custody  of  said  children  until  they  arrive  at  full  age,  or  until  the  further 
order  of  this  Court 

§  777.  Copy  of  a  Record^  containing  Libely  Sentence,  ^.^  m 
an  Adultery  Divorce  Case  in  Massachusetts,  [This  is  from  a 
copy  made  by  the  clerk,  but  the  names  are  suppressed :] 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts. 
m; 

At  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  be- 
gun and  holden  at ,  within  and  for  the  County  of ,  on  the 

second  Tuesday  of ,  being  the day  of  said  month,  Anno 

Domini,  ■ 

S.  K,  of ,  in  the  County  of ,  wife  of  D.  &,  of ^  ia 
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add  Comity,  yeoman,  libels  and  gives  this  Court  to  be  informed,  that  her 
maiden  name  was  S.  W.,  and  that  by  said  name  she  was  married  to  said 
D.  at ,  in  said  County,  on  the  fourth  day  of ,  in  the  year  eigh- 
teen hundred  and ;  that  she  lived  and  cohabited  with  her  said  hus- 
band at  various  places  in  this  Commonwealth,  until,  being  informed  of  his 
adultery  hereinafter  set  forth,  and  in  .consequence  thereof,  she  abandoned 
him ;  that  the  said  D.,  at  divers  and  many  times  and  places  since  the  said 
marriage,  has  committed  adulteiy  with  divers  and  many  lewd  women,  the 
names  of  some  of  whom  are  known  to  your  libellant,  and  others  kre  un- 
known ;  that  among  these  instances  of  adultery,  some  seven  or  eight  years 
ago,  said  libelbnt  alleges  on  the  first  day  of  July,  in  the  year  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  forty-four,  and  at  various  times  before  and  since  said  day,  at  ^— ^ 

in  the  County  of  « ,  he  committed  adultery  with  one  A.  B.  -  That  on  a 

date  unknown  to  said  libellant,  and  on  divers  days,  during  the  last  nx  years, 

at  said ^  he  committed  adultery  with  one  C.  D.    That  on  the  fourth 

day  of  July  last  past,  at  said ,  he  oommilted  adultery  in  a  house  of  ill-* 

fame,  kept  by  a  Mrs.  P.,  with  a  lewd  woman,  whose  name  is  unknown  to 
said  libellant  And  that  during  all  the  time  of  their  cohabitation-  he  treated 
said  libellant  with  great  unkindness  and  cruelty.  Wherefore  said  libellant 
prays,  that  said  D.  may  be  duly  cited  to  answer  to  this  libel,  that  he  may  be 
required  to  pay  into  Court  for  her  use  such  sum  as  the  Court  toay  judge 
reasonable  to  enable  her  to  prosecute  the  same,  that  the  bonds  of  matrimony 
between  her  ^nd  her  husband  may  be  dissolved^  that  she  may  be  invested 
with  tide  to  such  property  as  is  in  her  possession,  that  reasonable  alimony 
may  be  decreed  to  her,  that  she  may  be  permitted  to  resume  her  aforesaid 
maiden  name  of  S.  W.,  and  for  such  other  and  further  decree  as  to  this 
Court  may  seem  just  This  libel  was  filed  in  the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  March  last,  and  a  sumdaoos 

was  thereupon  issued,  directed  to  the  Sheriff  of  said  County  of ,  or 

his  Deputy,  commanding  him  to  summon  the  said  D.  B^  to  appear  in  this 
present  term  to  answer  to  the  libel  aforesaid.  And  now  the  libellant  Ap- 
pears and  enters  her  said  libel,  and  the  said  D.  R.,  having  been  duly  sum- 
moned, also  appears.  And  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  libel  produced, 
being  seen  and  understood  by  the  court,  the  material  facts  alleged  to  sus- 
tain the  charge  set  forth  in  said  bel  are  satisfactorily  proved.  It  is  ^re- 
fore  decreed  by  the  court  here,  that  the  bonds  of  matrimony  heretofore  en* 
tered  into  between  the  said  S.  K  and  the  said  D.  K  for  the  causes  set  forth 
in  said  libel,  be,  and  hereby  are,  dissolved,  of  which  all  persons  interested 
and  concerned  are  to  take  notice,  and  govern  themselves  accordingly.  And 
it  is  further  decreed  by  the  court  here,  that  the  said  S.  R.  have  and  hold  all 
the  persona]  property  in  her  possession.  And  also,  that  she  may  resume  her 
maiden  name  of  S.  W.  • 

§  778.    Decree  for  NuUUy  of  Marriage.    [For  this  form 
the  author  is  .indebted  to  the   Hon.  Bicfaard  Fletcher,  by 
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whom,  while  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Mfts-* 
sachusetts,  and  for  use  in  a  cause  then  pending  before  him,  it 
was  drawn]. 
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Supreme  Judicial  Court,  April  Term,  1851. 

W.  H.  M.  V.  M.  B.  P.,  otherwise  Called  M.  B.  M. 

And  now  the  said  parties  appearing,  the  said  W.  H.  M.  hy  B.  F.  T.  and 
S.,  Eeqs^  his  attorneys  and  counsel,  and  the  said  M.  B.  P.,  otherwise  called 
11  B.  M.  by  J.  C.  W.,  her  guardian  ad  litem  appointed  by  the  court ;  and 
the  court  here,  haring  fully  heard  the  said  parties,  and  faaring  fully  heard 
.  and  considered  their  several  pleas,  proofs,  and  allegations,  doth  pronounce, 
decree,  and  declare,  that,  on  the  twenty-second  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of 
onr  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-seven,  a  pretended  mar- 
riage was  had  and  solemnized  between  the  said  W.  H.  ^.  and  the  said  M. 
B.  P.,  otherwise  called  M.  B.  M.,  but  that  at  the  time  of  the  solemnization  of 
the  said  pretended  marriage,  she,  the  said  M.  B.  P.,  otherwise  called  M.  B. 
M.,  was  an  insane  person  and  incapable  of  making  such  a  contract 

Therefore,  upon  the  reason  above  mentioned,  the  said  court  here  doth 
hereby  pronounce,  decree,  and  declare,  that  the  said  pretended  marriage  so 
had  and  solemnized  between  the  said  W.  H.  M.  and  the  said  M.  B.  P., 
otherwise  called  M.  B.  M.,  was  and  is,  wholly  and  absolutely,  null  and  void, 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever.  And  the  said  court  here  doth 
hereby  further  pronounce,  decree,  and  declare,  that  the  said  W.  H.  M.  was 
and  is  free  from  all  bond  of  marriage  with  the  said  M.  B.  P.,  otherwise 
called  M.  B.  M. 

[For  another -form,  employed  in  a  case  of  fraud  and  duress, 
seb  Vol.  I.  §  213]. 

§  779.  Decree  affirming'  the  Decree  of  the  Court  below^  di- 
vorcing Parties  from  the  Bond  of  Matrimony.  [From  Hackney 
V.  Hackney,  9  Humph.  Tenn.  450]. 

This  cause  was  heard  on  the  25th  of  January,  1849,  before  the  judges  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  upon  *the  record  and  proceedings  had  in  the  same  in 
the  Chancery  Court  at  Columbia,  and  upon  argument  of  counsel  on  both 
sides,  and  this  court*  being  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  decree  be- 
lo'#*,  orders  the  same  to  be  in  all  things  affirmed.  And  the  court  being  sat- 
isfied that  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  acts  of  inhuman  cruelty  and 
neglect  towards  complainant,  which  makes  it  unsafe  and  improper  for  her 
longer  to  cohabit  with  him,  or  to  be  under  his  dominion  4uid  control,  it  is 
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therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  bonds  of  matrimony  exist* 
ing  between  them  be  dissolved,  annulled,  and  for  nought  held,  and  that 
complainant  be  restored  to  all  the  rights  of  a  feme  sole.  And  it  further  ap- 
pearing, that  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  the  complainant  was  the  owner  of 
a  valuable  real  and  personal  property,  which  passed  into  defendant's  posses- 
sion upon  the  marriage ;  and  the  court  being  of  opinion,  that  her  said  real 
estate,  and  so  much  of  her  personal,  and  its  increase,  as  remains  in  specie, 
ought  to  be  restored,  to  her  as  a  suitable  and  reasonable  provision  for  her ; 
it  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  all  the  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  defendant  in  and  to  any  and  all  of  said  real  and  personal  prop- 
erty, be  divested  out  of  defendant  and  vested  in  Barclay  Martin  and  David 
D.  McFall,  to  be  by  them  or  the  survivor  of  them  held  for  the  sole  and 
separate  use  ol  complainant,  with  full  power  by  her  to  dispose  of  the  same 
as  she  may  think  proper,  and  that  the  sheriff  of  Maury  be  directed  forthwith 
to  put  her  in  possession  of  all  of  said  property  ascertained  to  remain  in 
specie  by  the  decree  pronounced  in  this  cause  by  the  Chancellor  at  Colum- 
bia ;  and  also  to  put  her  in  possession  of  the  real  estate.  It  is  further  or- 
dered, that  defendant  pay  the  costs  of  the  Chancery  Court  and  of  this  court, 
and  that  execution  issue  for  the  same  against  him  and  his  securities  -in  the 
appeal 

§  780.  Decree  of  Divorce  from  Bed  and  Board,    [From 
Barrere  v.  Barrere,  4  Johns.  Ch.  187], 

It  appearing  from  the  pleadings  and  proofs,  that  the  defendant  has  been 
guilty  of  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  of  the  plaintiff,  by  repeated  acts  of 
personal  violence,  so  as  to  render  it  unsafe  and  improper,  under  existing 
circumstances,  for  her  to  cohabit  with  him,  or  to  be  under  hu  dominion  and 
control,  it  is  thereupon  ordered  &c.,  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  be 
separated  from  bed  and  board  forever ;  provided,  however,  that  the  parties 
may,  at  any  time  hereafter,  by  their  joint  and  mutually  free  voluntary  act, 
apply  to  the  court  for  leave  to  be  discharged  from  this  decretal  order.  And 
it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  duty  of  each  of  them  to  live  chastely  during 
their  separation,  and  that-  it  will  be  criminal,  and  an  act  void  in  law,  for 
either  of  them  during  the  life  of  the  other  to  contract  matrimony  with  any 
other  person.  And  it  is  further  ordered  &c.,  that  the  plaintiff,  according  to 
the  prayer  of  her  bill,  be  entitled  to,  and  ch&rged  with,  the  custody,  care, 
and  education  of  the  infant  son  of  the  parties  in  the  pleadings  mentioned ; 
provided  always,  that  this  order  for  the  custody,  caie,  and  education  of  the 
said  infant,  may,  at  any  time  hereafter,  be  modified,  varied,  or  annulled, 
upon  sujfficient  cause  shown.  And  it  is  further  ordered  &c.,  that  the  defend- 
ant pay  to  the  plaintiff  200  dollars  a  year,  to  be  computed  from  the  date  of 
this  decree,  in  half-yearly  payments,  to  be  applied  towards  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  the  plaintiff  and  her  son,  and  that  this  allowance  is  to  con- 
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tiniie  until  fiirther  order,  and  be  snfeject  to  Tariation,  as  fhture  cirenmstanoefl 
may  require.  And  it  is  further  ijfrdered^  that  the  defendant  .pay  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  costs  of  this  suit,  tor  be  taxed,  and  that  she  haye  execution  therefor, 
according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  court 

• 

§  781.  Decree  for  Permanent  Alimony  and  for  the  Oustody 
and  support  of  the  Children.  [From  Richmond  v.  Richmond, 
1  Green,  Ch.  (N.  J.)  90.  Says  the  report:  '*Oa  the  13th  of 
October,  1837,  the  court  divorced  the  parties,  a  vinculo  matri- 
moniij  for  the  cause  of  adultery  in  the  defendant,  and  placed 
the  children  under  the  care  and  management  of  the  com- 
plainant By  that  decree,  a  reference  was  made  to  a  master 
to  inquire  into  the  circumstances  and  condition  of  the  said 
parties,  and  the  circumstances  and  condition  of  the  said  chil« 
dren,  and  into  all  the  matters  touching  the  amount  to  be 
allowed  the  complainant  for  alimony,  and  for  the  support, 
clothing,  and  education  of  the  children."  Upon  the  coming 
in  of  the  master's  report  there  was  a  hearing  before  the  court, 
which  resulted  in  the  following  decree :] 

It  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  defendant,  Walter  M.  Rich- 
mond, pay  to  the  complainant,  Jane  Richmond,  or  to  her  order,  during  her 
natural  life,  or  until  the  future  order  of  this  court  to  the  contnuT*,  the  annual 
sum  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  payable  half-yearly ;  that  is  to  say,  the 
sum  of  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  October, 
and  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  April,  in 
each  and  every  year,  commencing  with  the  day  of  the  date  hereof;  the  same 
being  considered  and  deemed  a  suitable  allowance,  having  regard  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  parties  respectively,  for  her  support  and  maintenance, 
and  that  the  defendant,  Walter  M.  Richmond,  do  within  thirty  days  after 
service  upon  him  or  his  solicitor  of  a  copy  of  this  decree,  give  such  reason- 
able security  for  the  payment  of  said  annual  sum^  of  two  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars,  as  shall  be  approved  of  by  George  P.  Molleson,  esquire,  one  of  the 
masters  of  this  court,  for  the  punctual  payment  of  said  sum,  at  the  times  above 
specified ;  and  upon  his  neglect  or  refusal  to  give  such  reasonable  security 
as  shall  be  required  by  said  master,  within  the  time  so  specified,  or  upon 
his  default,  and  that  of  his  surety,  in  case  such  surety  shall  be  given,  to  pay 
such  annual  sum  at  the  times  when  by  this  decree  the  same  may  &11  due,  as 
above  mentioned,  that  the  complainant  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  this  court 
to  award  and  issue  process  for  the  immediate  sequestration  of  the  defendant's 
personal  estate,  and  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  real  estate,  and  to  appoint  a 
receiver  thereof,  according  to  the  statute  in  such  ease  made  and  provided, 
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or  such  other  process  as  this  court  may,  under  the  circumstances,  deem 
equitable  and  just,  and  may  be  consistent  with  the  power  and  authority  of 
the  .court 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  former  order  of 
this  court,  touching  a  monthly  allowance  to  the  said  complainant  for  her 
own  support  and  that  of  her  children,  be  deemed  to  have  ceased  as  to  any 
further  allowance  from  and  after  the  date  of  this  decree.  • 

■ 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  by  the  said  chancellor, 
pursuant  to  the  power  and  authority  vested  in  this  court,  and  to  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  that  the  said  defendant,  Walter  M.  Rich- 
•*  mond,  pay  to  the  said  complainant,  Jane  Richmond,  or  her  order,  until  the 

future  order  of  this  court  to  the  contrary,  the  further  annual  sum  of  three 
hundred  and  ninety  dollars,  payable  half-yearly,  that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  and  ninety-five  dollars  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  October,  and 
the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  ninety-five  dollars  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  April, 
in  each  and  eVery  year,  commencing  with  the  day  of«  the  date  hereof,  the 
same  being  deemed  a  fit  and  just  allowance  for  the  care  and  maintenance, 
education  and  clothing,  of  her  said  children,  having  like  regard  to  the  cir- 
cumstances and  condition  of  the  said  defendant,  and  the  age  and  condition 
of  the  said  children,  and  for  the  support,  education,  clothing,  and  maintenance 
'  of  said  children.  And  that  the  said  defendant  give  such  further  reasonable 
security  as  shall  in  like  manner  be  approved  of  by  the  said  George  P.  Mol- 
lespn,  esquire,  master  as  aforesaid,  for  the  punctual  payment  of  the  said  last- 
mentioned  annuiQ  sum  of  three  hundred  and  ninety  dollars  at  the  times 
above  specified,  which  security  shall  be  given  within  thirty  days  after  the 
service  of  a  copy  of  this  decree  on  said  defendant  or  his  solicitor.  And  on 
his  neglect  or  refusal  to  give  such  reasonable  security  as  shall  be  required  of 
him  by  the  said  master,  within  the  time  so  limited,  or  upon  default  of  said 
defendant  and  lus  surety  to  pay  the  said  last-mentioned  annual  sum,  at  the 
times  and  in  the  manner  last  above  mentioned,  that  the  said  complainant  be 
at  liberty  in  like  manner  to  apply  to  this  court  to  award  and  issue  process 
for  the  immediate  sequestration  of  the  property  and  estate  of  said  defendant, 
to  enforce  such  payment,  or  for  such  other  process  as  may  by  said  court  be 
deemed  proper,  and  shall  be  consistent  with  the  power  and  authority  of  this 
court 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  this  decree  shall, 
from  the  date  thereof,  be  a  lien  upon  the  personal  and  real  estate  of  said  de- 
fendant in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and  that  a  copy  thereof  be  forthwith 
served  upon  said  defendant  or  his  solicitor ;  and  that  either  party  be  at  lib- 
erty to  apply,  upon  a  future  change  of  circumstances  in  the  parties,  or  either 
of  them,  for  such  variation  or  modification  of  this  order  and  decree,  touch- 
ing the  said  allowance  for  alimony  and  maintenance,  and  for  the  support, 
education,  care  and  clothing  of  said  children',  as  such  future  circumstances 
may  dictate  to  be  just  and  equitable. 

And  it  is  forther  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  said  defendant 
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pay  to  the  said  complainant  all  her  costs  which  have  accmed  in  the  pro0e- 
cution  of  this  suit,  to  be  taxed  hy  the  clerk  of  tiiis  court,  and  that  the  said 
complainant  have  execution  therefor,  according  to  the  coarse  and  practice 
of  tbis  court ;  and  also,  that  the  sud  complainant  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to 
this  court  for  any  further  order  and  direction  that  may  be  necessary  and 
proper,  to  carry  into  full  effect  this  decree.  " 

§  782.  English  Forms.  The  following  forms,  adopted  by 
the  English  Matrimonial  Court,  will  be  suggestive ;  and,  with 
such  alterations  as  the  practitioner  will  know  bow  to  make, 
they  may  be  used' .with  us : 

L  Petition  for  Divorce* 

To  the  Judge  Ordinary  of  Her  Majesty's  Court  for  Divorce  and  SAatri- 

»  monial  Causes. 

The        day  of       ,  18    . 
The  Petition  of  A.  B.,  of  ,  showeth : 

1.  That  your  Petitioner  was  on  the  day  of  ,  18  ,  lawfully  mar- 
ried to  C.  B.,  then  C.  Z.,  widow,  at 

2.  That  after  his  said  marriage  your  Petitioner  lived  and  cohabited  with 
his  said  wife  at  and  at  ,  and  that  your  Petitioner  and  his  said  wife 
have  had  issue  of  their  said  marriage  three  children,  to  wit,  one  son  and  two 
daughters. 

8.  That  on  the  .  day  of  »  18  ,  and  other  days  between  that  day 
and         ,  the  said  C.  B.  at  in  the  county  of  ,  committed  adultery 

with  xL  S. 

4.  That  in  and  during  the  months  of  January,  February,  and  March, 
186  ,  the  said  C.  B.  frequently  visited  the  said  B.  S.  at  ,  and  on  divers 
of  such  occasions  committed  adultery  with  the  said  R.  S. 

Your  Petitioner  therefore  humbly  prays,  that  your  Lordship  will 

be  pleased  to  decree : 
»  [^Here  set  out  the  relief  sought^ 

And  that  your  Petitioner  may  have  such  further  and  other  relief 
in  the  premises  as  to  your  Lordship  may  seem  meet 
And  your  Petitioner  will  ever  pray,  &c. 

§  783.   11.  Form  of  Answer. 

In  Her  Migesty's  Court  for  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes. 

The       day  of       ,  18    . 
A.  B.  V.  C.  B. 

The  Respondent,  C.  B.,  by  P.  A.,  her  proctor,  [solicitor,  or  attorney,  or  in 
person],  saith : 
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1.  That  she  denies  that  she  committed  adultery  with  R.  S.,  as  set  forth  in 
the  said  petition. 

2.  Respondent  further  saith,  that  on  the  day  of  >  18  ,  and  on 
other  days  between  that  day  and  ,  the  said  A.  B.,  at  in  the  county 
of  .     ,  committed  adultery  with  X.  Y. 

[/f»  like  manner  Respondent  is  to  state  connivance,  condonation,  or  other 
matters  relied  on  as  a  ground  for  dismissing  the  Petition."] 
Wherefore  this  Respondent  humbly  prays,  that  yov^  Lordship  will  be 
pleased  to  reject  the  prayer  of  the  said  petition,  and  decree,  &c. 
«         And  this  Respondent  will  ever  pray,  &C. 

§  784.  IIL   Form  of  RecorS 

In  Her  Majesty's  Court  for  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes. 

The     '  day  of       ,18    . 
A>  B*  p.  C>  B« 

« 

A.  B.  did,  in  his  petition  presented  in  this  cause,  allege  that  C.  B.  did,  to 
wit,  on  the        dky  of       >  18  .  ,  commit  adultery  with  R.  S. 

IHere  insert  the  aUegaiions  of  the  Petition."] 

C.  B.  did,  in  answer  thereto,  deny  [inserl  the  denial  and  any  other  neces- 
sary matters  contained  in  the  answer].  Whereupon  the  said  A.  B.  denied 
that  [here  insert  the  substance  of  the  Replication,  if  any,  and  so  on  for  the 
further  statements,  if  any]. 

Therefore  let  a  jury  come. 

§  786.   IV.  Petition  for  Alimony, 

To  the  Judge  Ordinary  of  Her  Majesty's  Court  for  Divorce  and  Matri- 
monial Causes. 

C>  B.  V.  A«  B. 
t  The        day  of       ,  18    . 

The  petition  of  C.  B.,  the  lawful  wife  of  A.  B.,  sheweth : 

1.  That  the  said  A.  B.  has  for  many  years  carried  on  the  busmess  of 
at        ,  and  from  such  business  derives  the  net  annual  income  of  £ 

2.  That  the  said  A.  B.  holds  shares  of  the  Railway  Company, 
amounting  in  value  to  £        ,  and  yielding  a  clear  annual  dividend  to  him 

Qf£ 

8.  That  the  said  A.  B.  is  possessed  of  stock  in  trade  in  his  said  business 
of       ,  to  the  value  of  £        . 

[And  so  on  for  any  other  facilities  which  the  husband  may  possess.] 

Your  Petitioner  therefore  humbly  pra3rs,  that  your  Lordship  will  be 
pleased  to  decree  her  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  by  way  of  ali- 
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mony  pendente  lite  [or  permanent  alimony]  as  to  yonr  lordship 
shall  seem  meet. 
And  your  Petitioner  will  ever  pray,  &c.  ^ 

§  786.   V.  Petition  for  Reversal  of  Decree. 

To  the  Judge  Ordinary  of  Her  Majesty's  Court  for  Divorce  and  Matri- 

•  monial  Causes. 

The        day  of       ,18    . 
The  Petition  of  A.  B.,  of 
Sheweth,  ^ 

1.  That  your  Petitioner  was,  on  the  day  of  ,  lawfully  married 
to 

2.  tThat  on  the  day  of  ,  your  Lordship,  at  the  petition  of  ,  pro- 
nounced a  decree  affecting  this  Petitioner,  to  the  effect  following,  to  wit 

[Here  set  otU  the  Decree."] 
8.  That  such  decree  was  obtained  in  the  absence  of  your  Petitioner,  who 
was  then  residing  at 

[State  facts  tending  to  shoto^  tJuit  the  Petitioner  did  not  know  of  the  pro^ 
ceedings  ;  and  farther^  that,  had  he  known,  he  might  have  offered  a  suffir- 
dent  defence,] 

or. 
That  there  was  reasonable  ground  for  your  Petitioner  leaving  his  said 
wife,  for  that  his  said  wife 

[Here  state  any  legal  grounds  Jtuti/ying  the  Petitioner's  separation  from 
his  wife.] 
Your  Petitioner  therefore  humbly  prays,  that  your  Lordship  will  be 

pleased  to  reverse  the  said  decree. 
And  your  Petitioner  will  ever  pray,  &c 

• 

§  787.  The  reader  may,  for  forms,  refer  also  to  the  follow- 
ing cases :  ^ 

Billy  Demurrer^  Answer^  &c.  McDermott's  Appeal,  8 
Watts  &  S.  251. 

Sentence  of  Nullity  by  Reason  of  a  Former  subsistinff  Mar* 
rioffe.     Fielding's  case,  14  Howell  St  Tr.  1327, 1369. 

Decree  of  Divorce  from  the  Bond  of  Matrimony  for  Adul* 
tery  and  Cruelty,  McCaulley  v.  McCaulley,  1  Harring.  Dei. 
137. 

Decree  of  Divorce  from  Bed  and  Board  for  Cruelty.  Tay- 
raan  v.  Tayman,  2  Md.  Ch.  393. 

Decree  for  Alimony.     Hewitt  v.  Hewitt,  1  Bland,  101.- 
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§  788.  Answers.  The  English  form  of  answer,  ante,  §783, 
can  be  easily  adapted  to  Americ^  use.  Our  books  do  not 
contain  any  desirable  form  of  the  answer,  and  the  author 
does  not  deem  it  necessary  to  draw  one.  In  Jeans  v,  Jeans, 
2  Hariring.  Del.  38,  is  the  following  plea  to  a  petition  for 
divorce : 

And  the  said.  Abel  Jeans,  by,  &c.,  comes  and  defends,  &c.,  and  says 
actio  non,  &c.,  because  he  says,  that  the  said  Priscilla  Jeans,  after  the  said 
,  supposed  transgressions  in  the  said  petition  alleged,  she  the  said  Priscilla 
has  admitted  the  said  Abel  Jeans,  the  respondent,  into  conjugal  society  or 
embraces,  after  she  the  said  Priscilla*  knew  of  the  said  acts  of  adultery. 
Wherefore  the  said  Abel  Jeans  prays  judgment,  &c.,  whether  the  said  Pri»- 
cilia  ought  to  have  and  maint^n  her  suit  aforesaid,  thereof  against  him, 
&c. 

In  Orrok  v.  Orrok,  1  Mass.  341,- we  have  the  following : 

And  the  said  Alexander  Orrok  comes  and  defends,  &c.,  when,  &c.,  and 
says  the  allegations,  matters,  and  things  ixi  the  libel  contained  are  false 
and  groundless,  and  that  there  is  not  any  cause  of  divorce  as  prayed  for ; 
and  thereof  he  puts  himself  on  trial,  &c. 

In  Pastoret  v.  Pastoret,  6  Mass.  276,  are  the  following : 

The  respondent  in  hisr  plea,  protesting  against  the  truth  of  the  several 
allegations  contained  in  the  libel,  says,  that  the  said  Mary  hath,  at  divers' 
times  before  the  filmg  of  her  said  libel,  committed  the  crime  of  adultery 
with  one  M.  Luyo,  and  with  divers  other  persons,  and  therefore  he  prays 
that  the  prayer  thereof  may  not  be  granted. 

And  the  libellant,  for  replication,  says,  that  all'  the  allegations  contained 
in  said  libel  are  true,  and  that  by  reason  of  any  thing  above  in  the  answer 
of  the  said  John  contained,  she  ought  not  to  be  precluded  from  having  the 
prayer  of  her  said  libel  granted;  because  she  says,  that  all  the  several  alle- 
gations in  the  said  answer  contained  are  false  and  groundless,  and  that  she 
is  in  no  i^se  guilty  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said  John  in  his  said  answer 
hath  alleged ;  and  this  she  prays  may  be  inquired  of  by  the  court 

And  the  said  John  likewise. 

§  789.  Tbe  author  is  aware,  how  incomplete  are  these 
forms,  and  how  inadequate  they  are  to  meet  many  of  the 
exigencies  of  practice.  But  this  book  is  intended  for  use  in 
all  the  States,  and  it  is  impossible,  seeing  the  prttotice  in  the 
several  States  differs,  that  any  general  collection  should  be 
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more  than  suggestive  —  it  could  not  be  complete,  unless  a 
set  of  forms  were  made  ff  each  State.  A  few  particular 
allegations  will  be  added  as  follows :  m 

1:  AduUery  alleged  in  Recrimination,  That  the  complainaDt,  on  diyers 
days  daring  the  months  of  June,  July,  August,  September,  and  October, 
during  the  years  1844, 1845, 1846,  and  between  the  first  day  of  June  and 
the  first  day  of  November  in  the  years  aforesaid,  at  Fort  Lee,  Bull's  Ferry, 
and  Wehawken,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  did  repeatedly  commit  adul- 
tery with  some  female  to  defendant  unknown;  and  more  particularly,  that 
the  said  complainant  did,  during  the  year  1846,  commit  adultery  with  the 
said  female  at  a  hotel  at  Fort  Lee  aforesaid.  [Held  sufficient  by  Edwards, 
J.,  in  Morrell  v.  Morrell,  1  Barb.  818.] 

2.  Desertion,  That  the  defendant,  on  the  tenth  day  of  August^  in  the 
year  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty-two,  deserted  the  plaintiff,  and  from  said 
day  to  the  day  of  the  filing  of  this  libel  hath  oontinued  so  to  desert  the 
plaintiff,  for  the  space  of  four  years  and  more  next  preceding  the  said 
filing.  [Ori^nal.  But  the  pleader,  in  drawing  the  libel  for  desertion,  will 
follow  the  terms  of  the  statute.  This  form  will  n»t  be  found  universally 
sufficient] 

8.  Impotence,  That  the  said  Boxana,  at  the  time  of  her  pretended  mar- 
riage with*  the  plaintiff,  and  ever  since,  had  and  hath  a  narrowness  of  the 
vagina  not  admitting  of  penetration  by  man,  and  also  that  she  was  and  is 
destitute  of  the  uterus,  and  incapaUe  of  being  carnally  known  by  man 
er  of  becoming  a  mother,  and  that  these  her  said  defects  are  incurable. 
[Original.] 

4.  Impotence, — another  form.  That  the  said  John  was  at  the  time  of  his 
said  pretended  marriage  with  the  libeUant,  and  ever  sincd  has  been,  and  is, 
destitute  of  testicles,  and  without  ability  to  erect  the  penis,  and  that  by 
reason  of  these  his  defects  he  is  and  ever  since  his  pretended  marriage  has 
been  incapable  of  knoiiing  women  carnally,  and  that  his  said  defects  are 
incurable.  [Original.  These  tiro  forms  are  adapted  to  cases  in  which  there 
is  no  triennial  cohabitation,  and  where,  therefore,  some  particular  visible  de- 
fect must  be  alleged.  See  ante,  §  585.  For  the  other  class  of  cases,  see 
ante,  §  578,  &c.] 
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regulating  this  subject,  119,  120. 

CHAPTER  7«    General  View. of  the  Essentials  entering 

into  A  Valid  Marriage  .    121-128 

The  general  proposition  stated,  121 ;  how  discussed  in  the  following 
pages,  122, 128. 
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CHAPTER  8.    Want  of  Mental  Capacitt       ...    124-142 

The  general  statement,  124  ;  the  ancient  doctrine,  125 ;  different 
tests  of  insanity,  126  ;  how,  in  marriage,  127-129 ;  eflbct  of  com- 
mission of  lunacy,  180  (see  also  Vol.  £L  566-569) ;  marriage 
during  intoxication,  131,  132 ;  deaf'and  dumb,  133  ;  fraud  com- 
bining with  insanity,  134, 135 ;  whether  this  marriage  is  voidable 
or  void,  186-138 ;  confirmation  of  the  marriage  after  the  insanity 
is  over,  189-142.       ^ 

CHAPTER  9.    Want  of  Agk 148-153 

I 
Mere  minority  no  impedifnent,  143  ;  what  is  the  age  of  consent  to 
marriage,  144,  145  '^  whether  it  may  be  controlled  by  showing 
puberty,  146 ;  how,  where  parties  are.  under  seven  years  old, 
147 ;  how  take  advantage  of  the  defect  in  age,  147-150 ;  rule  as 
,to  dower,  151 ;  as  to  legitimacy  of  children,  152 ;  whether  this 
marriage  is  void  or  voidable,  153. 

CHAPTER  10*    The  Impediment  of  Slater y  154-163 

What  the  American  common  law  of  slavery,  154 ;  slaves  could 
lawfully  marry  in  Massachusetts  and  New  York,  155 ;  but  can- 
not in  our  Slave  States,  generally,  156  ;  reasons  why,  156-158 ; 
effect  of  emancipation  on  slave  marriages,  159-163. 

CHAPTER  11.    Fraud,  Error,  Duress       ....    164-215 

General  view  of,  164. 

Fraud,  —  Difficulty  of  the  topic,  165 ;  considerations  resting  in 
reason,  166-168 ;  peculiar  nature  of  the  marriage  contract  to  be 
considered,  167, 168 ;  various  points  stated,  169-209 ;  the  Scotch 
law,  198-203. 

Error.  —  Various  points  concerning,  206-209. 

Duress*  —  Various  points  concerning,  210-213. 

Principles  common  to  these  impediments.  —  Party  in  the  wrong  not 
to  take  advantage  of  it  by  suit,  214  ;  injured  party  may  confirm 
this  marrijage,  214 ;  whether  this  mafriage  void  or  voidable,  415. 

CHAPTER  13*    Imperfect  '  Consent  where  there  is  no 

WANT  OF  Form  in  the  Ceremony,  or  of 
Capacity  in  the  Parties    .  .    216-267 

rhe  general  doctrine  of  consent  considered,  216-228;  mode  of 
nving  the  consent  in  the  absence  of  statutory  forms,  229-282 ; 
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consent  by  interchange  of  letters,  280^282 ;  how,  where  there 
is  a  consent  in  form  but  none  in  reality,  288-245 ;  further  views 
concerning  the  consent  per  verhdf^  prcesenti,  246-252 ;  the  eoa-- 
sdnt  per  verta  de  faiura  cum  copula^  258-265 ;  the  oonaent  by 
habit  and  repute,  266  ;  whether  the  marriage,  in  a  case,  c^  im- 
perfect consent,  is  void  or  voidable,  267. 

■ 

CH^PT£R  13*    The  Question  of  Formal  Solemitization, 

AT  the  Common  Law  and  under  Stat- 
utes      268-292 

Whether  the  qpmmon  law  requires  any  formal  solemnizataon,  and 
what  forms  it  has  been  su{^osed  to  require,  269-282 ;  how 
statutes  concerning  the  solemnization  are  to  be  interpreted^ 
283-289 ;  some  particular  statutory  provisions  considered,  290- 
292. 


• 


CHAPTER  14*    The  Consent  of  Parents       .       ...    298-295 
I 

No  consent  necessary  at  common  law,  298 ;  how,  under  various 

statutes,  294,  295. 

CHAPTER  ItS*    The    Impediment  of  a  Prior  Marriage 

u'ndissolved 296-803 

The  distinclaon  between  the  words  bigamy  and  polygamy,  296 ; 
statutes  against  polygamy,  and  how  construed,  297,  298;  their 
effect,  and  the  effect  of  polygamy  on  the  marriage,  299-808. 

CHAPTER  16*    Impediments  following  Divorce  .    804-807 

Effect  of  divorce  on  the  right  to  marry,  804 ;  statutes  prohibiting 
marriage  after  divorce,  805,  806  ;  the  Scotch  law — the  English 
House  of  Lords  practice,  307. 

CHAPTER  17*    Impediments  of'  Race  and   Civil  Condi- 
tion . '      .  .  '     .        .    808-311 

*  Statutes  against  whites,  negroes,  Indians,  &c.,  intermarrying,  808 ; 
same  against  free  negroes  and  slaves  intermarrying,  309 ;  mar- 
riage of  a  negro  who  is  forbidden  to  make  a  contract,  &c.,  810 ; 
illustrative  civil  law  impedJmeatB,  311* 
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•  • 

CHAPTER  18*    CoNSANOUiNiTT  AKD  Affinitt  .    Sll^StO 

Dtnimilarity  of  these  two  impedimentB,  812;  feasons  for  the  pro-' 
hibition,  213 ;  the  matter  as  one  of  common  law  with  as  goT- 
emed  hj  Stat  82  Hen.  8,  c.  88,  and  how  interpreted,  814-819 ; 
whether  this  forbidden  marriage  is  Toidable  or  Toid,.820. 

CHAPTER  19.    Impotence,  or  Physical  Incapacity  .    821-840 

The  general  proposition,  821 ;  general  view  of  the  doctrine  of  im- 
potence, 822-824;  definition  of  impotence,  824;  inability  of 
procreation,  but  not  of  copula,  825-829 ;  inability  to  copulate, 
with  ability  to  become  a  parent,  380 ;  yarious  forms  of  impotence 
considered,  881-840;  must  exist  at  the  time  of  the  marriage^ 
882 ;  considerations  as  to  its  origin  and  the  ages  of  the  parties, 
888,  834 ;  impotence  as  to  one  woman,  not  as  to  others,  815 ; 

•  classifications  of  impotence,  386  ;  effect  of  increasing  physiologi- 
cal knowledge,  837 ;  case  of  sensitiTeness  in  the  female  parts^ 
888 ;  the  marriage  voidable  in  'distinction  from  Toid,  889.* 

« 

CHAPTER  90*  Wrongful  Solemnization  of  Marriaob,  841-847 

Penal  consequences  of,  841 ;  yarious  statutes  and  their  inferpre; 
tation  considered,  842-846 ;  reftisal  by  a  clergymaii  or  justice  of 
the  peace  to  many  parties  applying,  847. 

CHAPTER  31*    Marriages  celebrated  under  Conflict* 

iNO  Laws 848-400 

Difficulties,  &c.,  of  the  subject,  848,  849 ;  the  general  doctrine 
stated  and  discussed,  850-870;  a  particular  discussion  of  the 
proposition,  that  a  marriage,  good  where  celebrated  is  good 
everywhere,  871-889 ;  limits  of  the  doctrine,  876,  &c. ;  effect  of 
Stat  5  &  6  Will.  4.  c.  54,  and  analogoos  statutes  in  this  conn- 
try,  878-889  ;  a  particular  consideration  of  the  proposition,  that 
a  marriage  invalid^  where  celebrated  is  everywhere  invalid, 
890-400 ;  the  three  apparent  ea^ceptions  to  this  proposition, 
891-40Q.  r 

CHAPTER  J89«    Suggestions  as  to  tqb  Conflict  in  Rb- 

spect  to  Property  Rights  '  401-407 

Illustrative  points,  shedding  light  on  the  doctrines  of  the  last  chap- 
ter, 401-407. 
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BOOK  IV. 

THK   PROOFS    WHEREBT  MARRIAGE   AND   LEQITIMACT  ARR 

JUDICIALLT  ESTABLISHED. 

CHAPTER  33*    Pbelihinary-  Inquiry    concerning   the 

£YIDENCiE  AND   LeOAL  PRESUMPTIONS  AS 

TO  THE  Foreign  Law,  where  the  Mar- 
riage WAS  SOLEMNIZED  ABROAD  .     40S-^491 

Why  a  discnssion  of  the  evidence  of  marriage  is  essential  in  a 
treatise  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  408;  why  this  chapter  is 
necessary  here,  409 ;  what  is  everywhere  admitted  doctrine  on 
the  subject  of  this  chapter,  410 ;  there  must  be  tome  presumption  * 
as  to  the  foreign  law,  411  et  seq.,  414 ;  the  presumption  that  it  is 
like  our  law  considered,  411,  412 ;  the  presumption  that  it  is  the 
common  law,  413;  the  anomalous  doctrine  that  the  judge  may 
determine  what  is  the  foreign  law  if  he  chooses,  414 ;  that  our 
States  are  foreign  to  each  other  —  how,  the  different  parts  of 
the  British  dominions,  to  one  another,  415 ;  summary  of  Ameri- 
can authority  on  the  foregoing  topics,  416 ;  courts  recognize  the  ' 
law  of  the  mother  country  as  fiir  as  it  is  received  as  common 
law,  417  ;  foreign  law  must  be  proved,  417  ;  whether  the  proof 
is  for  the  judge  or  the  jury,  418-421 ;  courts  recognize  the  law 
of  nations,  and  foreign  laws  which  the  political  power  has  recog- 
nized, &c^  422 ;  United  States  courts,  laws  of  States,  &c.,  423 ; 
mode  of  proving  foreign  laws,  written  and  unwritten,  424-430;  a 
suggested  Rule  of  Court  on  the  subject  of  the  proof,  481. 

• 

CHAPTER  34*    Presumptions    of  Law  connected  with 

the  Eyidence  of  Marriage  and  Le- 
gitimacy .    432-459 

Nature  and  importance  of  these  presumptions,  &c.,  432,  433 ;  the 
presumption  of  innocence  considered,  434-449  ;  the  presumption 
that  official  persons  have  done  their  duty,  450,  461 ;  the  pre- 
sumption of  life,  452-456;  the  presumption  which  always  favors 
marriage,  Semper  prcesumitur  pro  matrimonioy  457-459. 
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•  « 

CHAPTER  SItl.    Records  and  Certificates  of  Marriage, 

.  AKD  the  like,   considered  AS  EviDENCB 
OF   THE  RECORDED  FaCT        .  .  .       460-481 

General  view  of  this  kind  of  proof,  460-462 ;  what  is  a  sufficient 
record,  46S-469  ;  what  a  sufficient  certificate  of  the  record,  470 ; 
a  n^ere  certificate  of  the  marriage,  not  purporting  to  be  a  certifi- 
cate of  the  record  of  a  marriage,  471-473 ;  foreign  records  con- 
sidered, 474-478 ;  proof  attendant  upon  the  record,  479-481. 

CHAPTER  36*    Further  Views  Concerning  the  Proof  of 

WHAT  is  called  A  MARRIAGE  IN  FaCT     482-502 

Introductory  considerations,  482-484  ;  general  yiew  and  definition 
of  the  marriage  in  fact,  485,  486 ;  circumstantial  evidence  in 
proof  of  the  marriage  in  fact,  487-49S;  direct  evidence,  other 
« than  record  evidence,  in  proof  of  this  marriage,  494-496 ;  the 
confessions  and  admissions  of  the  party  in  proof  of  this  marriage, 
497-602. 

CHAPTER  37*    Where  the  Cohabitation  is  m  its  Coh- 

MENCEHENT  ILLICIT  ....      503-518 

Different  aspects  under  which  the  question  arises,  508  ;  difference, 
where  the  law  requires  a  formal  solemnization,  or  not,  504 ;  vari- 
ous points  and  suggestions  by  which  to  determine  whether  a 
marriage  shall  be  presumed  where  the  cohabitation  was  unlawful 
in  its  commencement,  505-513;  whether  and  when  a  divorce 
may  be  presumed  in  order  to  sustain  a  marriage,  514-518. 

CHAPTER  38*    Special  Considerations  hb  to  thb*Proof8 

where  the  Solemnization  of  the  Mar- 
riage WAS  IN  A  Foreign  Country  .  519-536 

Under  what  circumstances  this  inquiry  becomes  important,  519; 
the  legal  effect  of  proving  a  fact  of  marriage  to  have  transpired 
abroad,  without  proving  also  the  foreign  law,  521-528 ;  assuming 
it  to  be  necessary  to  prove  the  foreign  law,  what  the  proper 
proof  of  it  where  marriage  is  the  question  in  issue,*  529-538  ;  the 
burden  of  proof  as  to  the  foreign  law,  534 ;  whether  the  difficulty 
of  proving  the  foreign  law  renders  the  proof  of  it  less  important, 
535 ;  this  subject  remains  only  in  part  controlled  by  adjudica- 
tion!, 536 ;  what  the  force  of  legal^'eason,  536. 
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CHAPTER  99m    BBMAnrnra  Quvstionb  conhkcted  with  thk 

Pboov  of  Mauri  age    ....    537-54^ 

Difference  between  laBaes  whic)^  inyolye  the  question  of  marriage, 
and  those  which  inyolTe  only  the  question  of  holding  oot  as  mar- 
ried, M7 ;  what  issues  inrolTe  what  is  called  the  &ct  of  marriage, 
5S8 ;  effect,  on  ^tte  proof,  of  the  marriage  being  clandestine,  5S9 ; 
effect  of  the  reputation  of  marriage,  540 ;  declarations  of  the 
cohabiting  parties,  541 ;  judicial  records,  ftc,  542;  statutes  reg- 
ulating the  proof  of  marriage,  543-^5. 

CHAPTER  S#*     RSMADTDIG  QUBSTIOHS  COSKKCTRD  WITH  TH« 

Proof  of  Lboitihaot 546-54t 

Under  what  ciieumBtances  a  child  is  held  to  be  illegitimate,  546 ; 
eTideQoes  and  witnesses,  547 ;  child  begotten  before  marriage 
but  bom  after,  548. 


BOOK    V. 


BSPAHATIONS   WTTHOITT  JUDICIAL   SENTENCE. 

CHAPTER  SI.    Separations  resting  in  Parol  .    55(M>St 

Some  distinctiooiB  considered,  550-552 ;  the  husband's  dut}r  to  sup- 
port his  wife  and  provide  necessaries,  its  nature  and  extent,  558- 
557;  the  legal  consequences  resulting  fitxn  a  lawful  temporaiy 
absenee  of  ^e  husband  or  wife  from  the  matrimonial  habitation, 
558-567 ;  the  legal  consequences  of  a  separation  caused  by  the 
fiiult  of  the  husband,  568-572 ;  the  legal  consequences  of  a 
separation  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  wife,  578-577 ;  the  legal 
consequences  of  a  separation  by  mutual  consent,  578-580;  com- 
mon doctrines  applicable  to  the  scTeral  classes  of  separations, 
581-628 ;  general  law  of  husband  and  wife  binds  during  sepa- 
ration, 581,  582, 586  ;  where  the  law  presumes  the  death  of  the 
absent  party,  the  case  not  one  of '  separation,  583;  married 
women  acting  as  femes  sole  under  the  custom  of  London,  5f4, 
585;  effect  of  the  doctrine  that  the  general  law  of  husband  and 
wife  binds  during  a  separation,  &86  et  seq. ;  effect  of  the  ancient 
civil  death,  587  et  seq. ;  abjuration  of  the  realm,  587-589 ;  in 
what  cases  a  wife  living  separate  from  her  husband  without  di- 
[688] 


VOL.  I.  AKALYTIOAL  INDEX.  ChAP.  S4« 

Torce  can  sue  and  be  sued,  589-612;  decisions  in  our  seyeral 
'  States  on  the  subject,  595-609 ;  how  the  matter  stands  in  prin- 
ciplcy  611,  612;  the  wife's  presumed  agency  to  bind  her  hus- 
band considered,  613-618 ;  ^fiect  of  making  a  suitable  Tolunteuy 
allowance  to  the  wife,  619;  the  burden  of  proof  as  to  misconduct; 
where  a  wife  obtains  a  credit  on  the  husband's  account,  620; 
whether  a  man  who  furnishes  the  wife  with  money  to  buy  neces> 
saries  can  recover  the  amount  of  her  husband  in  equity,  621, 
622 ;  the  rights,  as  against  the  husband,  of  a  town  supplying  the 
wife  with  necessaries,  623;  whether  a  wife  can  be  a  witness 
against  her  husband  in  a  suit  for  necessaries,  624 ;  declarations 
of  wife,  action  for  enticing  her  away,  &c.,  625 ;  wife  leaving  her 
.  husband  and  living  in  adultery,  statute  of  Westm.  and  Am. 
statutes,  626-629. 

CELAPTEB  83«    Separations  undkr  Abticlba  or  Skpa- 

BATiON    .  ' 680-656 

What  this  chapter  will  contain,  680 ;  the  doctrine  as  it  stands  in 
legal  principle,  631-688 ;  the  doctrine  as  held  in  England,  684- 
688 ;  the  doctrine  as  received  in  our  several  States,  689-656. 


BOOK  VI. 


LBGI8LATIYE   MARRIAGES   AND   DITOROES. 

CHAPTER  SS*    LsoiSLATiYB  Marriages  657-659 

CSondst  in  removing  some  disability  8k.,  657 ;  whether  they  are 
constitutional,  658,  659. 

CHAPTER  34*    Leoislatiye  Divorces   ....    66(^99 

How  far  the  subject  important,  660 ;  general  view  of  the  subject, 
661-664;  whether  legislative  divorces  are  constitutional,  664  et 
seq.;  whether  they  impair  the  obligation  of  contracts,  665-669 ; 
whether  they  are  retrospective  laws,  670-679 ;  whether  they  are 
an  •exercise  of  the  judicial  power,  680-686 ;  limitations  of  the 
doctrine  that  legislative  divorces  are  constitutional,  &c.,  687  et 
seq.;  special  constitutional  provisions,  687,  688,  690;  whether 
a  legislative  divorce  is  a  divorce  for  cause,  689,  690 ;  legislative 
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divoi^e  whet«\he  same  question  u  peiidi^  in  court,  691,  693 ; 
effect  of  legisliitiye  divorce  on  property  rights,  699 ;  legi9> 
lative  act  dissolving  a  voidable  marriage,  694 ;  same,  from  bed 
and  board,  695 ;  considerations  conoemihg  statutes  which  au- 
thorize divorce  for  a  cause  already  transpired,  696-699. 


BOOK  vn. 


CAUSES  FOB  WHICH  JUDICIAL   BIVOBCES  ABB   GBANTBB. 

CHAPTER  SO.    Pbbliminaby  View 700-702 

4 

•   •  •   t 

The  law  and  the  evidence  are.  to  be  separated  in  this  enlarged 
edition,  and  whj,  700 ;  mere  statutory  law  will  not  be  given, 
and  whjt  701 ;  difficulties  attendantupon  separating  the  law  and 
the  evidence,  702. 

CHAPTER  SC    AouLTEBT  . 703-713 

Definition,  &c  of  adultery,  70S;  supposed  distinction  between 
adultery  by  the  man  and  adultery  by  the  woman,  704 ;  whether 
the  divorce  for  adultery  is  from  bed  and  board,  or  from  the 
bond  of  matrimony,  705«  706 ;  living  in  adultery  as  a  ground  of 
divorce,  707 ;  the  doctrine  of  what  constitutes  adultery  discussed, 
708-713. 

• 

CHAPTER  87.    Cbubltt     .  714-770 

The  subjeot  diffictdt,  714;  the  definilaon  and  general  nature  of 
legal  cruelty,  715-721 ;  some  particular  propositions  connected 
with  the  general  doctrine,  722-753;  the  relative  rights  and 
duties  of  husband  and  wife,  considered  in  respect  to  cruelty, 
754-760;  cruelty  by  the  wife  to  the  husband,  761-763;  the 
effect  of  ill  conduct  in  the  complaining  party,  764-768 ;  distinc- 
tion between  the  law  and  the  evidence  as  respects  cruelty,  769» 
770. 

CHAPTER  S8.    Dbsbbtion 771-611 

The  English  remedy  for  desertion,  what,  771 ;  the  American,  772 ; 
language  of  the  different  American  statute  consideredi  778 ; 
[690] 


TOL<  n.  AHfALTOOAL  n^DSS.  OhAP*  1. 

the  Scotch  rtatotey  774 ;  definitba  of  deiertioiii  and  tn^aiiiiig  of 
the  word  *'  de8ertioQ»''  776,  776 ;  the  ceanng  to  cohabit,  777-782 ; 
the  intent  to  desert,  78S-794;  the  justifieation  of  a  desertion, 
796-^08 ;  the'  continuity  of  tibe  desertion,  809,  810 ;  distinction 
between  the  law  and  the  evidence,  811. 

CHAPTER  30.    Othkb  CAuess  of  Ditorgs  .       «      \    S18-8S0 

,Dniideennes^S19;  tomkennesff  wit&  wasting  ofthe  estate,  814; 
groMr  negleet'of  duty,  8rd,'81 6 ;  reftiBing  to  maintain  wife^  being  - 
of  ability,  817-821;  uniting  with  society  whidi  beiieyes  ^e 
relation  of  husband  and  wife  unlawful,  822 ;  being  convicted  * 

for  crime,  823. ;  being  absent  and  not  heard  of,  824 ;  deserting 
and  living  in  adultery,  826 ;  offering  indignities,  826. 

•  i 

CHAPTEB*  49*    DnroRCE  mt  tuk  JmxStti*^  DiAcVErtov   .  827-836  i 

Consideration  of  tlie  various  statdtes  wMdi,  witibont  mentioning 
*  special '  cause,  or  in  *  addition  to  special  cAose,  authorize  the    « 
court  to  grant  divorces  iHien  deemed  just,  &e.,  827--836. 


VOLUME    II. 
BOOK  I. 

THB  DEFENCES  IN  DITOBCB  SUITS  AND  IN  SUITS    FOR    DE-» 

CLARING  THE  MABRIAQB  NUIrL. 

■ 

CHAPTER  !•     FRELnflNART  ObSSRTATIONB  RBSPECTINO  THB 

SETERAL  Defences 1-3 

Only  defences  of  a  generd  character  to  be  here  considered^  1 ;  liow 
applicable  in  muts  lor  ncdlity  as  well  as  divorce,  2^^;-  consider^ 
ations  respecting  the  division  of  the  subject,  8. 
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CHAPTER  j|«     COMNIVAHCB 

DuciUBion  of  the  law  of  conmrance,  5-12 ;  the  distinction  between 
the  law  and  the  erideace  of  oonniTance  conadered,.lS ;  the  eTi- 
dence,  14-27. 

CHAPTER  S.    CoLLusiOH 

CoUosion  what,  and  how  difien  from  connivanoe,  28,  29 ;  the  evi^ 
dence  conaideired,  SO;  the  Scotch   practice   concerning,  31; 
recent  English  l^isUtion,  82.  * 

CHAPTER  4.     CONDONATIOK  S9-7S 

What  is  condonation,  its  definition,  &c.,  33,  34 ;  general  Tiew  of 
the  doctrine  of  condonation,  36-45 ;  some  yiews  which  attend 
the  general  doctrine,  46-52 ;  a  consideration  of  the  conditional 
quality  of  condonation,  53-66 ;  the  distinction  between  the  law 
and  the  evidence,  67>69 ;  the  evidence,  70,  71 ;  how  the  doo-  * 
trine  affected  by  particnlar  statutes,  72,  73. 

CHAPTER  &    Recrimination 74-lM 

The  doctrine  founded  injustice,  74 ;  the  general  principle  extends 
through  the  entire  law,  75,  76 ;  general  view  of  the  doctrine, 
78-82;  particular  propositions  considered,  83-96^  how,  where 
the  divorce  is  only  from  bed  arid  board,  and  grantable  only  for 
adultery  or  cruelty,  84-89 ;  where  the  divorce  sought  is  from 
the  bond  of  matrimony,  and  the  act  set  up  in  recrimination  would 
authorize  .only  the  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  90-92 ;  where  the 
divorce  is  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  and  the  recriminatory 
acts  would  authorize  the  like  divorce,  93-96 ;  how,  where  the  fact 
set  up  in  recrimination  has  been  condoned,  97-100;  distinction 
between  the  law  and  the  evidence,  101 ;  the  evidence,  102. 

CHAPTER  0.    Lapsb  of  Tdcb  and  Inbingbritt  .    lOS-iis 

The  principle  which,  governs  the  doctrine  as  to  delay,  103;  the 
doctrine  of  delay  stated  and  discussed,  104-106;  American 
statutes,  107;  a  late  English  statute,  108;  the  parliamentary 
practice,  109 ;  the  doctrine  of  insincerity  and  its  connection 
with  that  of  delay,  110-112. 

•>  • 
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BOOK  n. 

THE  LOCALITY  OR  JURISDICTION  WITHIN  WHICH  SUITS  FOR 
DIVORCB  ANB  FOR  NULLITY  OF  MARRIAGE  ARE  TO  BE 
PROSECUTED. 

CHAPTER  7t    SomAb  General  Views        ....    118-115 

The  disdnction  between  a  court's  taking  jurisdiction,  and  admittfng 
a  foreign  jurisdiction  to  have  been  rigbtfiilly  taken,  119,  114; 
object  and  coarse  of  this  discussion',  112, 115. 

CHAPTER  8f    Preiaminart  Inquiry  goncerninq  the  Law 

OF  DOMIGIL 116-129 

Object  and  need  of  this  discussion,  116 ;  definitions  and  outline  of 
the  law  of  domicQ,  117, 118 ;  whether  a  man  can  have  two  dom- 
icils,  &c.,  119, 120 ;  "different  domicils  for  different  purposes,  &c., 
121-126  ;  the  domicil  for  divorce,  121-128. 

CHAPTER  0*    How  far  the  Rule  that  the  Wife's  Dom- 
icil FOLLOWS  THE   HuSBAND'S,  IS  APFLI- 

CABLE  IN  Causes  of  Divorce  and  Nul- 
lity             124-181 

Importance  of  this  question,  124;  the  general  rule  and  its  reasons, 

125 ;  how  far  it  applies  in  divorce  causes,  125-181.  * 

« 

CHAPTER  10*    The  general  Doctrine  as  to  the  Local- 

ITT  IN  which  the  SUIT  TO  DISSOLVE  THE 

Marriage  is  maintainable  .    182-142 

The  distinctions  connected  with  the  subject,  182-186 ;  the  general 
doctrine,  that  the  jurisdiction  belongs  to  the  cotrts  of  the  domi- 
cil, 1 9  7-142. 

■ 

CHAPTER  11.    Specific  Propositions  as  to  the  Locality 

in  which  Divorces  dissolving  the  Mar- 
riage ARE  TO  be  had    .  .  .     148-199 

Without  a  domicil  in  the  country  there  is  no  jurisdiction,  144-154 ; 
it  is  sufficient  if  one  of  the  parties  is  domiciled  in  the  country, 
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155-170;  place  of  offence  committed,  immaterial,  171 ;  immate- 
-  rial  where  the  domicil  was  at  the  time  of  the  offence  committed, 
172-179;  immaterial  in  what  country  the  marriage  was  cele- 
brated, 180-198 ;  these  doctrines  not  repugnant  to  United  States 
Constitution,  199. 

CHAPTER  19«    The  Divorce  from  Beb  and  Board  and 

THE  Decree  fob  Aximokt  .    200-S07 

How  far  the  doctrines  of  the  foregoing  chapters  apply  to  the  sab- 
ject  of  this  one,  200-206 ;  how,  to  the  suit  for  nullity,  207. 

CHAPTER  13.    The  Jurisdiction  under  particulab 

Statutes 208-SU 

Views  of  statutory  interpretation,  &c.,  208,  209 ;  some  specific 
phraseology  considered^  210-214. 


BOOK  IIL 

THE   QENEBAL   PRINCIPLES   OF  THE   PROCEDUBB,   EMBRACING 

pleadinq,  practice,,  and  EYIDENCB. 

■ 

CHAPTER  14U    The  Practice  of  the  English  Ecclesi- 
astical Courts    ...  .    215-2SS 

« 

How  far  their  practice  is  common  law  with  vs,  215 ;  the  different 
kinds  of  the  proceeding,  216 ;  meaning  of  plenary,  summary, 
libel,  act  on  petition,  allegation,  plea,  216;  the  answer,  217; 
how  many  successive  allegations  allowed,  218 ;  meaning  of  con- 
testation, 219 ;  admitting  a  pleading,  220 ;  how  the  evidence  is 
taken,  221;  term  probatory,  221,  222;  allegation  of  faculties, 
act  on  petition,  &c.,  223.  . 


CHAPTER  IS.    A  General  View  of  the  Divorce  Suit,  224-S8« 

The  different  kinds  of  divorce  explained,  225-229 ;  the  rule  in 
divorce  and  nullity'  causes  of  consulting  the  public  interest,  280- 
261 ;  the  public  have  an  interest  in  these  causes,  280,  281 ; 
whether  a  divorce  suit  is  civil,  or  criminal,  or  how,  282-284 ;  no 
divorce  by  agreement,  and  the  limit  of  the  doctrine,  285-239 ; 
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the  effect  of  the  defendant's  confessions,  &c.,  240-251 ;  the 
issues  in  the  divorce  suit,  252,  253 ;  the  course  of  procedure  in 
outline  in  divorce  saits,  254-261 ;  in  what  court,  count7,  &c.,  the 
suit  is  to  be  brought,  &c.,  254,  255  ;  whether  the  trial  is  b^  the 
court  or  by  jury,  256,  278 ;  principles  relating  to  the  jury  trial, 
257-260;  new  trials,  &c.,  258-260;  divorce  procedure  similar 
to  procedure  in  other  causes,  261 ;  the  evidence  of  marriage  in 
the  divorte  suit,  262-276 ;  the  prooft  and  witnesses,  277-288. 

CHAPTER  IS.    The  Suit  for  Nullity    ....    289-294 

General  view  of  the  suit  for  nullity,  289  ;  the  jactitation  suit,  290 ; 
how  far  a  court  will  take  jurisdiction  without  specific  statutory 
authority,  291,  292;  jurisdiction  to  declare  a  nullity  taken 
under  a  statute  authorizing  divorce,  298;  similarity  between 
suit  for  nullity  and  suit  for  divorce,  294. 


BOOK   IV. 


THB   PLEADING   AND   ITS   ACCOMPANIMENTS. 

CHAPTER  17*    The  Parties  and  the  Brinoino  or  the 

Suit 295-321 

Who  may  be  original  parties  in  divorce  and  nullity  suits,  296-801 ; 
the  matter  as  respects  the  incapacity  of  one  or  both  of  the 
parties,  802-308 ;  the  intervention  of  third  persons  as  parties, 
809,  810 ;  the  bringing  of  a  party  into  court  by  notice,  81 1-316 ; 
flexibility  of  the  ecclesiastical  suit,  816 ;  ditorce  whether  grant- 
able  to  the  defendant  on  his  prayer,  816,  317;  cross-suit,  818; 
whether  and  when  divorce  is  grantable  for  a  cause  arising  sub- 
sequently to  the  bringing  of  the  suit,  819 ;  effect  of  the  pendency 
of  a  suit  upon  a  subsequent  suit,  820 ;  withdrawing  proceedings 
to  institute  others,  321. 

I 

CHAPTER  18.    The  Pleadings  in  Court        .  .    822-349 

General  views  of  the  libel,  828-826  ;  what  particular  idlegations 
the  libel  should  contain,  826-844 ;  the  pleadings  subsequent  to 
the  libel,  846-849. 
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BOOK   V. 

AHOILLUKT  PB00SBDINO8  AND    J>BGBBM    ATTBHDANT    OH   TBI 

MAnr  IS8UB. 

CHAFT£B  19»    Prbliminart    Ikqui^t    cohcerkino    Au- 

MONT   AS  AH  I2fI>EPBNI>ENT   ReMEDT    VN- 
ACCOMPANIED   BT  DlYORCS  .  .       950-963 

Conaecdon  of  alimony  with  the  divorce  suit,  MO;  definitioD  of  afi- 
mony,  851 ;  the  doctriae  that  albnony  has  no  eeparate  enteiice, 
952 ;  how  in  England  dorinf  the  Commonwealth,  858 ;  how  in 
oar  Americyi  States,  954-956;  how  in  Upper  Canada,  857; 
the  causes  for  which  this  alimony  will  be  granted  where  the  jo- 
risdiction  is  admitted,  956, 959 ;  confessions,  &c.,  in  this  soit,  960 ; 
the  decree,  961,  962 ;  suit  abates  by  the  death  of  a  party,  868. 

• 

CHAPTER  90t     Pbeliminart   Ikquibt   concernzng  thb 

Question  of  Costs  as  between  the 
Parties,  consu>£eed  in  Distinction 
from  aximont    .....    964-968 

Costs  a  thing  possible  as  between  husband  and  wife,  964 ;  how  this 
doctrine  is  applied,  965-968. 

CHAPTER  9L    Thb  General  Doctrine  of  Alimony     .    969-971 

Alimony  considered  in  its  entire  connection  with  legal  ptoceedingB, 
including  proceedings ^not  for  divorce,  969-979. 

CHAPTER  39*    Permanent  Alimony       .       y       .       .    97M93 

Alimony  must  attend  a  decree  for  separation  in  wife's  favor^  874 ; 
except,  &Cv  975 ;  not,  a  decree  for  nullity,  976 ;  not,  a  divorce 
in  favor  of  the  husband,  977 ;  statutory  exceptions,  977 ;  wife  to 
do  equity  toward  the  husband,  980;  alimony  granted  on  suit 
separate  from  the  divorce  suit,  981,  982 ;  considerations  as  to 
the  order  of  the  discussion,  888. 
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CHAPTER  SISt   Alimokt  pbkbiko  th<  Sttit,  Amy  Monet 

PAID  THE  Wife  bt  Order  of  the  Court 

TO  prosecute  or  defend      .  .  .     884-426 

• 

The  reason  for  granting  thb  alimony,  884,  885 ;  most  be  marriage 
<8hown,  886 ;  money  to  the  wife  to  sustain  her  expenses  in  the 
suit,  887;  power  of  wife  to  charge  the  husband  for  these  ex- 
penses as  for  necessaries,  888-891 ;  this  doctrine  does  not  meet 
the  requirements  of  a  ^voree  suit,  892;  meaning  of  tem 
*' costs,"  893  ;  where  wife  has  separate  property,  &c.,  894, 395  ; 
whether  alimony  and  the  wife's  expenses  are  allowable  in  this 
country  without  special  statutory  authority,  896-400 ;  the  allow- 
ance protects  the  husband  from  being  chsiged  with  the  wife's 
debts,  401 ;  when  allowable  as  respects  the  kind  of  marriage 
shown  to  exist,  40^-405 ;  the  allowance  a  matter  of  JBdicial  dis- 
cretion, and  the  rules  by  which  the  discretion  b  regulated, 
406-426.  ^ 

CHAPTERS^   Expositions  conobrniiio    botA   kinds-  of 

Alimony  ...../.    427-444 

■ 

Nature  of  alimony  as  a  continuous  allotment,  427  ;  for  how  long  it 
may  continue,  428 ;  may  be  varied  from  time  to  time,  429-488  ; 
how,  where  the  alimony  has  run  in  arrear,  484 ;  agreements  con- 
cerning alimony,  485  ;  how,  where  wife  dies  leaving  alimony  in 
arrear,  486-488 ;  suit  dismissed,  and  alimony  unpaid,  &c.,  489, 
440 ;  distinction  between  the  ecclesiastical  alimony,  and  alimony 
under  our  statutes,  441,  444 ;  and  between  alimony  on  a  partial, 
and  the  same  on  a  full,  divorce,  441-444. 

CHAPTER  Siff.    The  Husband's  Faoulties  whence  the 

Alimony  proceeds       ....    445-458 

General  vidw  of  the  wife's  claim  as  respects  the  ability  of  the  hus- 
band to  pay,  445-458.  . 

CHAPTER  SMI.    The   Amount   to   be   DECRsirD  as   Ali- 
mony           454-470 

Considerations  which  blend  with  the  faculties  to  determine  the 
amount,  455-458  ;  the  amount  to  be  decreed  for  temporary  ali- 
mony, 459-461;  the  same,  for  permanent  alimony,  462-467; 
general  considerations  relating  to  the  amount  in  both  kinds  of 
alimony,  468-470. 
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CHAPTER  97*  Statutoby  Ai^imont  and  Alimony  awabi>ed 

ON  THE  Dissolution  of  thb  Mabbiaob,  471-484 

Special  views,  applicable  in  this  coantry,  as  to  the  amount,  &c.,  of 
alimony,  471-478 ;  special  views,  applicable  under  statutes,  and 
to  divorces  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  as  to  th.e  amount,  ni^    • 
ture,  &c.,  of  alimony,  474-484. 

GUAPl'ER  98t  The  Pbocedube  whebbby  the  Decbeb  fob 

Alimony  is  obtained  and  its  Payment 
is  enfobced 485-508 

Hie  pleadings  in  respect  to  alimony,  486-498;  the  evidence  in    ^ 
respect  to  alimony,  494-496;  whether  the  decree  for  alimony 
must  be  made  at  same  time  with  decree  for  divorce,  497 ;  how 
the  court  enforces  the  decree,  498-500 ;  of  obtaining  security, 
and  the  like,  for  the  payment  of  alimony,  501-508. 


«• 


CHAPTER  99*   Division  of  the  Pbopebty  between  the 

Pabties  on  a  Diyobcb  fbom  the  Bond 
ofMatbimony 509-519 

Hie  general  principles  which  regubte  this  subject  discussed,  509- 
519. 

CHAPTER  S0«    The  Restobation  to  the  IVife  of  reb 

Pbopebty 520^24 

The  general  principles  which  regulate  this  matter,  on  pronouncing  a 
divorce  from  bed  and  board  .or  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  dis- 
cussed, 520-524. 

CHAPTER  31*    The  Custody  and  sufpobt  of  Childbkn,  525-559 

The  custody  in  connection  with,  and  on  the  termination  of,  the  di- 
vorce suit,  526-^4 ;  the  custody  where  there  is  no  divorce, 
545-^51 ;  the  support  of  the  children  under  order  or  decree  of 
the  court,  552-559. 
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.  BOOK   VI. 

TH8  PROCEDURE  IN  8PECIVI0  CAUSES  OF  DITOROE  AND 
NULLITT;  SMBRACINO  PLBADINa,  PRACTICE,  AND  ETI- 
DBNOE. 

CHAPTER  99.    General  Views 560,561 

Introductoiy  considerationfl,  concerning  the  matter  of  this  book, 
&c.,  660,  661. 


CHAPTER  SS*    Want  of  Mental  Capacity    .  .    562-669 

The  pleadings,  662,666;  burden  of  proof,  {^68;  odier  matters  re- 
garding the  eyidence,  664-669 ;  commission  of  Innacy,  566-569. 

CHAPTER  84.    Fraud 670-573 

When  the  court  will  take  jurisdiction,  570 ;  form  of  the  libel,  571 ; 
the  eridence,  572,  578. 

CHAPTER  SO.    Impotence 574-600 

Hie  allegations  which  the  libel  shonld  contain,  674-579 ;  whether 
either  party,  and  which,  may  be  pldntiff  in  this  snit,  580,  581 ; 
delay  and  insincerity,  582,  688 ;  considerations  as  to  the  i^e  of 
the  partiei^  684  ;  the  proofr,  and  course  of  the  proceeding,  686- 
600. 

CHAPTER  SC    Adultery  .       ^ 601^47 

How  the  adultery  is  to  be  charged  in  the  libel,  602-611 ;  of  the 
evidence  as  varying  from  the  charge,  and  of  amendments,  608- 
611 ;  the  evidence,  general  prindples  alid  particular  applica- 
tions, 612-647. 

CHAPTER  ST.    Cruelty 648-664 

The  averments'  of  the  libel,  649-664  ;  the  plaintiff's  misconduct, 
656 ;  the  evidence  as  varying  from  the  pleading,  and  amend- 
ments, 651-664,  657,  668 ;  the  evidence,  general  principles  and 
particular  applications,  656-664. 
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CHAPTER  S8.    Desertion 665^89 


The  plaintiff's  allegation  of  the  desertion,  666-669 ;  the  evidence, 
670-681 ;  the. locality  in  which  the  soit  is  to  be  maintained,  682, 
688. 

CHAPTER  S0»    Otheb  Causes  of  Divoboe   .       '.        .    684, 686 

The  procedure  in  caases  of  offering  indignities,  684 ;  the  same, 
where  the  parties  cannot  live  together  in  peace  and  hannonj, 
685. 

CHAPTER  40*    DiYOBCB  nr  the  Judge's  Discretion    •   686,  687 

Hie  allegation  in  this  case,  686 ;  jurisdiction  taken  under  this  head 
to  pronounce  the  marriage  void  for  fraud,  687. 


BOOK  VII. 

THE  00N8BQUENCBS  OF  THE  DIVOBOB. 

CHAPTER  41*    Consequences  blowing  bt  Law  fbom  thb 

VALID  Sentence    .        .        ,        ,        •    688-74L 

• 
Analytical  divisions  of  legal  subjects  may  differ,  688 ;  considera- 
tions respecting  the  division  of  subjects  in  this  connection,  688, 
689 ;  the  legal  effects  flowing  from  the  sentence  of  nullity,  690- 
696  ;  the  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  general  consid- 
erations, 697;  same,  as  to  the  status  of  the  parties,  698-704; 
same,  as  to  the  property-jights  of  the  parties  and  of  third 
persons,  705-725,  same,  as  to  capacity  to  be  witnesses,  Stc^ 
723-725  ;  legal  consequences  flowing  from  the  divorce  from  bed 
and  board,  726-741. 

CHAITER  49*    The  Sentence  and  its  effect  and  Sta- 
bility          742-767 

The  rendition  of  the  sentence,  what  to  contain,  its  form,  &c.,  743- 
747 ;  the  permanence  and  effect  of  the  sentence  as  between  the 
parties,  748-753 ;  the  same,  as  respects  third  persons,  *754-76  7. 


FORMS 768-789 
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KoTB.    The  references  are  to  tbe  aections,  except  when  otherwiae  specifled. 


ABANDONMENT.  (See  Desertion.) 

ABSENT  AND  NOT  HEARD  OF, 

as  ground  of  divorce,  i.  824. 
ACTION, 

for  criminal  conyersation,  iL  19,  20,  26,  724. 

(See  Gbiminal  Conyerbation.) 
ACT  ON  PETITION, 

what  it  is,  ii.  216,  223. 
ACTS  OF  SEDERUNT, 

idiat,  and  law  of,*  i.  82. 
ADMINISTRATION, 

rights  of,  after  divorce  a  mnctdo^  ii.  725. 

h  Tnerudj  ii.  739. 
ADMISSIONS.       (See  Default  —  Confesbioks.) 
ADULTERY, 

proof  of  marriage  in  indictments  for,  i.  442,  &c 

divorce  for,  ancientlj,  from  bond  of  matrimony,  how  now,  i.  661. 

parliamentary  divorces  for,  i.  662. 

not  ordinarily  on  prayer  of  the  wife,  L  662. 
groundless  charge  of,  its  effect  as  cruelty,  i.  726. 
living  in,  and  desertion,  a  cause  of  divorce,  i.  825. 
parties  living  in  the  same  house  after  it  is  once  established,  ii.  60. 
recriminatory  adultery,  ii.  89. 
general  view  of^as  a  ground  ofdimjrce^  i.  c.  36  ;  namely, 
definition  of  adultery^  i.  708. 
whether  it  should  have  the  same  consequence  committed  by  husband 

as  wife,  L  704. 
this   divorce   anciently  in   England  h  tfinevio^  more    recently  h 
metisfi,  i.  705. 
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ADULTERY, — e<miinued. 

how  it  is  now  in  England,  L  704. 

how  in  ^e  United  States,  i.  706. 

desertion  and  adnltery,  L  707,  826. 

must  be  the  wrongful  intent,  the  same  as  in- the  criminal  law,  L  709. 

must  be  voluntarj — ^how,  marriage  when  the  husband  or  wife  is  sap- 

poeed  to  be  dead,  i  710. 
cohabitation  under  a  marriage  after  an  invalid  divOTce,  i.  711. 
how  in  case  of  insanity,  L  712. 
how  if  Jews  have  concubines,  i.  718. 
general  view  of  the  procedure^  ii.  c.  86. 

the  allegation  of  the  adultery  in  the  libel,  iL  602-611. 
^Mcificatioiis  of  particulars,  n,  607. 
proof  varying  from  the  allegation,  ii.  667-611.  * 

proof  of  adultery,  ii.  612-647. 

plaintiff  need  not  prove  all  he  can,  ik  612. 

evidence  usually  circumstantial,  iL  618-616. 

need  not  be  proved  in  time  and  place,  ii.  618. 

courts  judge  as  do  other  men  of  sound  discretion,  iL  614,  616,  646. 

but  regard  former  decisions,  iL  615. 

view  the  facts  in  combination,  ii.  615. 
•  value  of  rules  of  decision  as  to  the  facts,  ii.  616. 

circumstances  leading  up  to  the  adultery,  ii.  617,  618. 

three  things  combine  —  criminal  intent  in  each,  and  opporta- 
nity,  iL  619. 

circumstantial  evidence  may  assume  other  forms,  ii.  620^ 

what  the  general  result  must  be,  ii.  620. 

terms  on  which  parties  lived,  ii.  621. 

that  the  husband  living  separate,  supported  his  wifb,  ii.  622. 

evidence  of  cruelty  in  proof  of  adultery,  ii.  628,  624. 

familiarities  with  the  parliceps  crimmis  and  other  persons,  ii.  625. 

visit  to  a  brothel,  ii.  626. 

the  lodgings  of  a  angle  man,  iL  627. 

a  fact  of  marriage  with  partieeps  criminis^  ii.  628. 

living  together  under  reputation  of  marriage,  iL  628. 

effect  of  ftlsehood  or  concealment,  ii.  629. 

making  presents,  &c.,  ii.  680. 

consider  modes  of  life,  relative  situation,  &&,  of  the  parties,  iL  681. 

venereal  disease,  iL  682, 688. 

stains  on  defendant's  linen,  ii.  684. 

once  shown  when  presumed  to  tontinne,  iL  685. 

incontinence   before   marriage  in  proof  of  incontinence   afier, 
ii.  685,  686. 

verdict  in  mm.  con.  against  the  adulterer,  u.  687. 
on  an  indictment,  iL  688-640. 
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identity  and  diversity  of  the  parties,  iL  841. 

decree  of  confrontation,  ii.  641. 

confessions  of  defendant,  ii.  642. 

and  testimony  of  agents,  and  pdrticept  ertmrnu,  ii.  642. 

husband  or  wife  of  particeps  cnminis  as  witness,  ii.  643. 

evidence  of  character,  ii.  644,  646. 

general  view  of  the  evidence,  ii.  646. 

how  far  the  doctrines  of  this  chapter  apply  in  criminal  cases,  ii.  647. 

form  of  libel  for  divorce  for,  ii.  770,«772,  778,  776,  777,  782. 

form  of  allegation  of,  in  recriminatipn,  iL  789. 
ADVANCE  TO  THE  WIFE,    (See  Costa.) 

by  the  husband  to  sustain  her  expenses  in  the  suit»  iL  887  et  soq. 
AFFINITY, 

as  an  impediment  to  marriage,  discussed,  i.  812-820. 

(See  CONBAKOUIKXTT  AND  AFFINITY.) 

AGE,  (See  Want  of  Aqb.) 

want  of,  and  age  of  consent,  i.  148-168. 

of  parties  in  impotence,  ii.  684, 686. 
AGREEMENT, 

of  parties  not  sufficient  for  divorce,  i.  40,  41. 
effect  of  an,  ii.  286,  288,  289. 

of  marriage,        (See  Marriaqb  —  Consent.) 

concerning  alimony,  effect  of,  ii.  486. 
ALIMONY,        (See  also  Division  of  Property,  &c.) 

cruelty  as  ground  for  alimony,  L  729,  note. 

wife  may  sue  for,  after  decreed,  ii.  787,  788. 

cannot  be  awarded  without  jurisdiction  over  defendant,  iL  201. 

effect  of  a  foreign  decree  of,  ii.  202. 
the  law  and  practice  of,  ii.  c.  19-28;  namely, 
alimony  where  there  is  no  divorce,  iL  c  19 ;  namely, 

always,  in  some  sense,  an  independent  thing,  iL  860. 

definition  of,  iL  861. 

nature  of,  ii.  861,  862. 

without  divorce,  when  introduced  in  England,  IL  868. 

decreed  by  courts  of  equity  in  some  of  the  United  States,  ii.  864, 
866. 

not  generally  allowed,  iL  866. 

how,  in  Upper  Canada,  iL  867. 

causes  for  which  granted,  iL  868,  869, 

confessions  in  evidence,  ii.  860. 

form  of  the  decree,  iL  361. 

what  it  may  embrace,  ii.  861,  862. 

this  suit  does  not  sunriye,  ii.  368. 
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inquiry  concerning  cottt  between  the  parties  €U  diitinei  from  aliman§y  ii.  c. 

20,  §  364-368,  (See  Costs.) 

the  general  doctrine  of  alimony ^  ii.  c.  21 ;  namely, 

rests  on  the  husband's  daty  to  support  wife,  iL  369. 
some  general  principles  considered,  ii.  370-372. 
doctrine  not  confined  to  divorce  law,  ii.  373,  385. 
permanent  alimony,  ii.  c.  22 ;  namely, 

necessarily  follows  a  separation,  iL  374. 
not  if  wife  has  sufficient  "separate  estate,  ii.  375. 
cannot  follow  a  decree  of  nullity,  ii.'376. 
whether  follows  divorce  h  vinculo,  ii.  376. 
no  alimony  where  wife  is  guilty  party,  iL  377. 

in  some. States  may  be  given  the  guilty  wife  by  statute,  iL  878,  379/ 
decree  in  &vor  of  the  guilty  husband,  iL  880. 
whether  divorce  and  alimony  must  both  be  in  same  suit,  iL  881,  882, 

492,  497. 
course  of  the  discussion,  ii.  383. 
when  the  alimony  commences,  ii.  426. 
alimony  pending  suit,  and  allowance  to  the  wife  to  prosecute  or  defend, 

ii.  c.  23 ;  namely, 
pendency  of  suit.alone  entitles  wife  to,  iL  384,  385. 
but  not  until  the  marriage  and  husband's  faculties  are  shown,  iL  386, 

402-405,  496. 
so  of  money  to  sustain  the  suit,  ii.  387. 

wife's  power  to  bind  the  husband  for  counsel  fees,  &c.,  as  for  neces- 
saries, ii.  388-391. 
this  doctrine  does  not  sufficientiy  aid  the  wife  in  the  divorce  suit,  iL  892. 
meaning  of  the  term  "  costs,"  ii.  393. 
this  support  not  given  the  wife  if  she  has  sufficient  separate  estats, 

ii.  394. 
nor  if  husband  is  destitute,  iL  395. 

whether  this  is  the  law  in  the  United  States  without  the  aid  of  spe- 
cific statutory  provision,  ii.  396-401. 

it  is,  on  principle,  iL  396. 

North  Carolina  and  Vermont  contrh,  ii.  397. 

allowed  in  the  other  States,  ii.  398,  399. 

both  in  courts  of  law  and  equity,  ii.  400. 

is  for  ihe  benefit  of  both  parties,  iL  401. 

prevents  husband  being  chargeable  for  necessaries,  iL  401. 
what  kind  of  marriage  must  be  proved,  iL  402-405,  496. 
allowance  in  suits  of  .nullity,  ii.  402,  403. 
efi*ect  of  making  voluntary  allowance,  ii.  404,  425. 
not  a  strict  right,  but  generally  grantisd,  iL  406. 
though  the  husband  denies  on  oath  the  wife's  all^ations,  iL  406. 
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^  qaali&sations  of  this  doctrine,  ii.  407. 

in  New  York,  wife,  if  defendant,  mtist  disclofle  defence,  ii.  408. 
a  distinction  between  the  two  kinds  of  diTorce,  ii.  409. 
bill  taken  pro  eonfesso,  ii.  410. 
how  costs  and  expenses  finally  adjusted,  ii.  411. 
late  English  doctrines  respecting  the  allowance  to  the  wife  to  prose- 

cnte  or  defend,  ii.  412-417. 
how  they  apply  in, the  United  States,  ii.  418. 
some  further  American  yiews,  ii.  419-421. 
how  in  Kentucky,  ii.  4^2. 
•  what  the  rule  in  England,  ii.  423. 

.  observations  on  the  New  York  rule,  n,  428. 

when  this  alimony  commences,  ii.  424. 
husband  having  made  payments  on  wife's  account,  ii.  425. 
:;  when  wife  must  apply  for  this  alimony,  ii.  424,  425. 

when  this  alimony  ends  in  permanent,  ii.  426. 
expotiiionB  concerning  both  kinds  ofaHmany,  ii.  c.  24 ;  namely, 
alimony  is  an  aUotment  from  year  to  year,  ii.  427,  437. 
^  not  for  term  of  wife's  life,  ii.  428. 

may  be  increased  or  diminished  by  the  court  at  its  discretion,  iL  429, 
480-488. 
I  how  the  discretion  to  be  exercised,  ii.  480-488,  478,  479. 

how  when  in  arrears,  ii.  484. 
effect  of  agreement  concerning,  ii.  485. 
.  enforcing  payment  of,  ii.  484,  485. 

how  if  wife  dies,  it  being  in  lurrear,  ii.  486,  487. 
f  if  husband  dies,  it  being  in  arrear,  ii.  487,  488. 

how  if  suit  dismissed  after  an  award  of,  ii.  439,  440. 
statutory  alimony  on  divorce  a  vinctUOf  ii.  441,471  et  seq. 

peculiar  phraseology,  in  other  cases,  iL  442. 
in  Indiana,  ii.  448. 

considerations  concerning  statutory  alimony,  ii.  444. 
husband^ s  factUtiea  whence  the  alimony  proceeds,  ii.  c.  25 ;  namely, 
no  fixed  rule  as  to  the  amount,  ii.  445. 
wife  support  according  to  her  rank,  &c.,  ii.  445. 
allowable  out  of  husband's  earnings  as  well  as  estate,  ii.  446. 

proportion  less  than  from  fixed  property,  iL  446. 
income,  the  fund  to  compute  out  of,  ii.  447. 
allegation  of  faculties,  ii.  447,  448. 
reversionary  property,  ii.  448. 
ability  of  parents  of  parties,  ii.  448. 
how  income  considered,  ii.  449-453. 

bad  management  and  extravagance,  iL  450. 
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incumbrances  on  husband's  estate,  ii.  448, 450. 
mansion-house  and  demesne,  how  estimated,  iL  461. 
when  husband  is  partner  in  firm,  it  452. 
claims  of  husband's  creditors,  iL  458. 
amount  to  he  decreed  as  alimonyy  iL  c.  26 ;  namely, 

other  things  besides  husband's  income  considered,  and  wbaty  n. 

465-457. 
mode  of  making  the  computation,'  iL  465. 
remarks  thereon,  iL  456. 
amount  sometimes  beyond  income,  iL  457. 
as  to  the  sources  of  the  income,  iL  458. 
temporary  alimony,  iL  459-461. 
less  than  permanent,  and  why,  iL  459. 
how  much,  iL  460. 
New  York  rule,  iL  461. 
permanent  alimony^  iL  462-467. 
more  than  temporary  —  and  peculiar  principles,  iL  468. 
general  rule  as  to  proportion,  ii.  468, 464. 
how  fluctuates,  ii.  468-467. 
reasons  for  fluctuation,  ii.  467.  . 
some  considerations  as  to  the  amount,  applicable  to  both  kinds  of 
alimony,  ii.  468-4  70. 
Mtatutory  alimony y  and  alimony  awarded  on  the  dissolution  of  the  mearrioffe^ 
iL  c.  27 ;  namely, 
whether  the  foregoing  doctrines  apply  in  United  States,  ii.  471. 
considerations  as  to  the  amount  in  this  country,  ii.  471-478. 
divorce  from  bond  of  nuttrimony,  ii.  474  et  seq. 
▼iew  of  the  Tennessee  court,  ii.  474,  475. 
observations,  iL  476. 
recent  English  views,  ii.  477,  480. 
New  York  and  Massachusetts  views,  iL  478-480. 
considerations  growing  out  of  the  language  of  parttcolar  statutes, 

ii.  480. 
proportions  resting  in  principle,  iL  481-484. 
procedure  whereby  the  decree  for  alimony  is  obtained,  and  its  payment  en- 
forced,  iL  c.  28 ;  namely, 

the  pleadings  in  respect  to  alimony,  iL  486-498. 

English  divorce  libel  does  not  mention  alimony,  ii.  487. 

whether  the  American  libel  should,  iL  488. 

must  be  a  petition  for  alimony  or  allegation  of  faculties,  and  what, 

ii.  489-498. 
the  evidence  in  respect  to  alimony,  iL  494-496. 
decree  for,  need  not  be  at  same  time  with  decree  for  divorce,  ii.  4$  7. 
how  decree  for  alimony  enforced,  ii.  498,  499. 
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'how,  where  alimony  is  in  arrear,  iL  500. 

security  ior  payment  of  alimony,  iL  601  et  seq. 

injunction  to  secure,  iL  502-504. 

ne  exeat  to  secure,  ii.  504—508. 
ALLEGATION, 

what  it  is,  iL  216,  223. 

objecting  to  the  admission  of,  ii.  220. 
ALLEGATION  OF  FACULTIES, 

what  it  is,  iL  228. 

nature  of,  and  what  to  contain,  iL  4^7,  448. 

alimony  to  be  decreed  on,  ii.  490. 
AMBASSADOR.  (See  Embassadob.) 

Amendments, 

and  the  like,  may  be  made  in  divorce  suits,  the  same  as  in  others,  ii. 
287. 
ANSWER, 

what  it  is,  in  the  ecclesiastical  practice,  iL  21 7, 281. 
ANTENUPTIAL  INCONTINENCE, 

does  not  invalidate  the  marriage,  L  1 79. 

effect  of  concealment  as  to,  &c.,  L  180  et  seq. 

aids  in  proof  of  connivance,  ii.  21. 

how,  in  the  proof  of  adultery,  ii.  685,  686. 

whether  it  will  justify  desertion,  ii.  804. 
ARTICLES  OF  SEPARATION,  (See  Separations  —  SBTTLXMsirr.) 

effect  of,  in  causes  of  desertion,  L  806. 

effect  of  a  license  in,  to  live  in  adultery,  iL  25. 

as  showing  revival  of  offence  condoned,  ii.  71. 
ASSIGNMENT, 

by  husband  to  defraud  wife  of  alimony,  its  effect,  ii.  540. 
ATTORNEY,  (See  Solicitor.) 

'*   of  wife,*how  compensated,  ii.  887  et  seq. 

B. 

BANNS, 

whether  publicatio|^  of,  must  be  proved  in  proof  of  marriage,  i.  451. 
BASTARD.  (See  Ili.kqitimatb  Children.) 

BELIEF, 

whether  witness  may  testify  to  his,  in  causes  of  adultery,  ii.  285,  286. 
BIGAMY,  (See  Foltgamt.) 

what,  and  considered  as  an  indictable  offence,  L  296-298. 

what  in  the  canon  law,  i.  296. 
BROTHEL, 

visit  to,  in  proof  of  adultery,  iL  626. 

[707] 


CHI  ALPHA6BII0AL  DTDBX. 


C. 

CALUMNY, 

oath  of,  what  it  is,  ii.  81. 

ina7  be  taken  hj  commission,  iL  148. 
CANON  LAW,    (See  Ecclesiastical    LAW-~;MATRnfO!nAL  Com- 
mon Law.)         , 
its  authority  in  matrimonial  causes,  i.  50-55. 
canons  of  1608,  i.  51,  818. 
CAPACITY.       (See  Want  of  Mental  Capacity.) 
CERTIFICATE, 

of  medical  men  in  suits  for  impotence,  i.  826,  iL  598. 
CHANCERY.  .     (See  Equity.) 

CHARACTER, 

evidence  of,  in  divorce  suits,  iL  644,  645. 
CHASTITY, 

misrepresentation  as  to,  how  effects  validity  of  marriage',  L  1 79  et 

seo. 
solicitations  of,  whether  revive  condoned  adultery,  ii.  55.    . 

in  proof  of  adultery,  iL  265. 
CHILDREN, 

as  witnesses,  iL  280. 

how  far  to  obey  and  serve  parents,  ii.  527,  528. 
legitimacy  of,  settled  on  decree  for  divorce,  ii.  559. 
illegitimate  after  sentence  of  nullity,  ii.  690. 

wife's,  bom  after  sentence  of  separation,  primd  facte  illegitimate,  iL  741 

(See  also  Legitimacy.)        * 
ciutody  and  support  off  ii.  c.  81 ;  namely, 

custody  as  connected  with  the  divorce  suit,  ii.  426-544. 
how  regulated  in  England,  ii.  526. 
father  as  guardian,  iL  527. 

.    duty  to  support,  iL  52!^,  556-558. 
common-law  right  to  custody,  iL  529. 
effect,  during  divorce  suit,  of  American  statutes,  iL  580. 
how  formerly  in  England  on  divorce  suit,  ii.  581. 
rules  which  guide  the  discretion  of  the  court  as  to  the  custody,, 

iL  682-588. 
pleading  and  practice  as  to  the  custody,  iL  589,  540. 
the  law  becoming  better  as  to  the  custody,  ii.  541. 
the  question  as  it  stands  in  legal  reason,  iL  541-544. 
custody  where  there  is  no  divorce,  ii.  545-551. 
support  of  the  children  under  decree,  ii.  552-558. 
effect  of  decree  on  father's  common-law  duty  to  support,  ii.  566-558. 
deciding  on  legi&nacy  of  children,  ii.  559. 

[708] 


alphabbucal  ikdbx.  COM 

CHOSES  IN  ACTION, 

hosband's  right  to  wife's,  after  a  diyorce.  h  vinctdo,  iL  714,  715. 

h  mensd,  ii.  782-735. 
husband's  right  to,  may  be  taken  away  before  they  are  vested,  i.  658, 
675. 
CIRCUMSTANTIAL  EVIDENCE, 
when  sufficient,  iL  620.     . 

(See  Adultery.) 
CITATION,  (See  Process.) 

on  what  ground  defendants  entitled  to,  ii.  164. 
the,  &c.,  in  divorce  suits,  ii.  811-815. 
CIVIL  ACTIONS, 

proof  of  marriage  in,  i.  448,  &c. 
CIVIL  CONDITION, 

impediments  of,  to  marriage,  i.  811. 
CLANDESTINE  MARKIAGE, 

proof  of,  i.  488,  589. 
COHABITATION,  ^ 

meaning  of  the  word,  i.  777,  note, 
how  far  it  will  confirm  marriage,  i.  189, 141,  214. 
an  implied  condonation,  ii.  88-72. 

(See  Condonation.) 
must  be  suspended  during  divorce  suit,  i.  801 ;  ii.  40,  869,  874. 
triennial,  in  proof  of  impotence,  ii.  585-589. 

(See  Impotence.) 
loose  and  lascivious,  proof  of  marriage  in  indictments  for,  L  442,  &o. 
COLLUSION, 
considered  as  a  bar  to  divorce^  ii.  c.  8 ;  namely, 
definition  of,  ii.  28. 

must  be  an  act  of  both  parties  to  the  suit,  ii.  29. 
proof  of,  ii.  80,  81. 
must  be  proved — vigilance  of  court  easily  aroused,  &c.,  ii.  81. 
oath  of  calumny  in  Scotland,  ii.  81. 
recent  English  legislation,  ii.  82. 
how  pleaded,  ii.  888-842. 

inferable  from  delay  in  bringing  suit  for  divoroe,  ii.  108-112. 
COMMISSION  OF  LUNACY, 

how  far  evidence  of  insanity  in  a  nullity  suit,  i.  18 ;  ii.  5&6-;-569. 
COMITY, 

whether  it  is  the  principle  on  which  foreign  marriages  are  held 
valid,  i.  861. 
COMMON  LAW,    (See  Divorce — Matrimonial  Common  Law.) 

marriage  how  contracted  by,  i.  270-282. 
COMMONWEALTH, 

alimony  granted  by  chancery  during  the,  in  England,  ii.  858. 
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COMPENSATION.  (See  Recrimination.)  . 

CONDITION.        (See  Rank  and  Habits  or  Life.) 
CONDONATION, 
considered  as  a  bar  to  divorce,  ii.  c.  4 ;  namely, 
definidon  of,  ii.  83,  84. 

is  an  act  of  the  mind,  but  proved  according  to  technical  rales,  iL  S6. 
may  be  express  or  implied,  ii.  87.     . 
implies  knowledge  of  the  offence,  ii.  38. 
and  belief  of  its  existence,  ii.  89. 
law  presumes  belief  after  probable  knowledge,  ii.  39,  40. 
effect  of  facts  which  should  excite  inquiry,  ii.  41,  42. 
knowledge  of  ability  to  prove  the  offence,  ii.  43. 
must  be  knowledge  of  all  the  adultery,  ii.  44. 
cohabitation  with  such  knowledge  a  presumed  condonation,  iL  SB^ 

47. 
once  in  bed,  after  knowledge,  sufficient,  ii.  45. 
but  not  strictly  against  the  wife,  &c.,  ii.  45. 
cohabitation,  with  separate  beds,  iL  46. 
promise  or  offer  of  future  cohabitation,  iL  47. 
condonation  inferable  from  delay  to  sue,  ii.  48. 
but  not  against  the  wife,  IL  48,  49. 
not  generally  so  easily  inferred  against  the  wife,  iL  49. 
distinction  as  to  condonation  between  cruelty  and  adultery,  ii.  50-5 S. 
whether  cruelty  the  subject  of  condonation,  iL  51,  52. 
condonation  conditional,  ii.  58-66. 

general  statement  of  this  doctrine,  ii.  53. 

nature  of  the  condition,  iL  54-57. 

further  principles  on  which  thi^  doctrine  rests,  iL  58-60. 

condition  may  perhaps  be  obliterated,  ii.  61. 

whether  condition  may  be  annexed  by  special  agreement,  ti.  62. 
%  the  question  of  the  condition  on  principle,  ii.  68. 

some  further  conditions  considered,  ii.  64-66. 
distinction  between  the  law  and  the  evidence  in  condonation,  ii.  67-69. 
condonation  more  easily  inferred  than  connivance,  ii.  70. 
deed  of  separation  as  evidence  of  revival  of  the  offence,  iL  71. 
statutory  law  of,  ii.  72,  73. 
as  evidence  of  connivance,  ii.  22. 

of  the  offence  alleged  in  the  recriminatory  plea,  ii.  97-99,  SS4  et  aeq. 
inferable  from  delay  to  bring  divorce  suit,  ii.  103-112. 
how  pleaded,  ii.  388-842. 
CONFESSIONS, 

of  defendant  as  evidence  in  divorce  and  nullity  suits,  iL  240-251. 

in  suits  for  alimony,  ii.  860. 
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CONFLICT  OF  LAWS, 
the,  respecting  marriage,  i.  c.  21  ;  namely, 
difficulties  attending  the  subject,  i.  348. 

distinction  between  this,  and  the  conflict  as  to  divorce,  i.  849,  852,  858. 
some  axiomatical  propositions,  i.  850,  851. 
resulting  consequences,  i.  852,  858. 

domicil  not  necessary  to  a  jurisdiction  to  marry,  i.  858,  854. 
therefore  a  marriage  valfd  where  celebrated,  Talid  everywhere,  i.  855. 
this  doctrine  has  been  doubted,  but  it  is  settled,  i.  856. 
further  reasons  on  which  the  doctrine  rests,  L  857-870. 
a  particular  consideration  of  this  doctrine,  i.  871  et  seq. 
Massachusetts  and  Kentucky  decisions,  i.  871. 
the  English  case  of  Conway  v.  Beazley,  i.  872. 
view  of  Mr.  Burge,  L  878. 

.  the  North  Carolina  court,  i.  874. 
the  Louisiana  court,  i.  875. 
exceptions,  incestuous  and  polygamous  marriages,  &c.,  i.  872, 
875-877. 

the  English  case  of  Brook  v.  Brook,  i.  878-888. 
contrasted  with  the  Kentucky  decision,  L  889. 
marriage  invalid  where  celebrated,  invalid  everywhere,  i.  890. 
exceptions,  L  891  et  seq. 

where  marriage  cannot  be  had  by  local  law,  i.  892. 
where  the  local  law  allows. a  departure  from  the  general 

rule,  i.  898-897. 
an  invading  army,  i.  899,  400, 
respecting  the  rights  of  property  consequent  on  marriage,  L  c.  22 ;  namely, 
various  principles,  expluiatory  of  the  doctrines  of  the  last  chapter, 
stated,  i.  401-407. 
as  to  the  proof  of  the  foreign  taw,  generally,  L  408-481. 

(See  Foreign  Law.) 
Of  to  the  proof  of  a  foreign  marriage,  1.  519-586. 

(See  FoBEiON  Marbiaoe.) 
as  to  nullity  of  marriage  and  divorce,  ii.  c.  7-18. 

(See  Locality.) 
CONFRONTATION, 

'    decree  of,  in  aid  of  the  proofs  of  adultery,  ii.  641, 
CONJUGAL  RIGHTS, 

suit  for  restitution  of,  its  origin,  i.  27. 

future,  i.  771,  772,  778,  804,  806. 
CONNIVANCE, 
considered  as  a  bar  to  divorce,  ii.  c.  2 ;  namely, 
definition  of,  ii.  5. 
^  corrupt  intent  the  gist  of,  ii.  6. 

whether  any  thing  less  is  sufficient,  ii.  7,  8. 
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CONNIVANCE,— continued. 

merely  to  watch  the  wife  for  proof,  not  conniyance,  iL  9. 
coDnirance  at  one  act  is  conniyance  at  every  act,  ii.  lO— 12. 
distinction  between  the  law  and  the  evidence  in  coani'rance,  iL  ISL 
proofi  of  connivance,  ii.  14-27. 

not  readilj  inferred,  ii.  14.  . 

but  need  not  be  proved  in  time  and  place,  ii.  14. 

proof  generally  circumstantial,  iL  15. 

Dr.  Lushington's  scale,  iL  16, 

must  consider  relative*  duties,  &c.,  of  husband  and  wife,  and  what, 
iL  17,  18,  28,  24. 

what  is  not  connivance,  but  may  be  proof  of  it,  ii.  19,  20. 

connivance  implies  knowledge  of  the  offence,  ii.  21. 

not  so  eamly  inferred  if  parties  not  living  together,  ii.  21. 

inferable  from  too  ready  condonation,  ii.  22. 

but  not  against  the  wife,  iL  22. 

conduct  afler  adultery  committed,  evidence,  iL  28. 

delay  to  bring  suit,  ii.  28. 

license  of  adultery  in  articles  of  separation,  ii.  25. 

verdict  at  law  in  suit  for  crim.  con.,  as  evidence,  iL  26,  27,  30. 
inferable  from  delay  to  bring  divorce  suit,  ii.  108-112. 
how  pleaded,  iL  888-842. 
CONSANGUINITY  AND  AFFINITY, 
general  view  of  the  impediment  o/",  i.  c.  18 ;  namely, 
introductory  views,  &c.,  i.  812. 
differing  views  of  affinity  as  an  impediment,  L  818. 
affinity  the  same  impediment  as  consanguinity,  L  814. 
husband's  relations  not  in  affinity  to  wife's,  i.  814. 
illegitimate  children  the  same  as  legitimate,  L  815. 
marriages  in  the  second  and  third  degrees  prohibited,  L  816. 
half  blood  same  as  whole  blood,  i.  81 7. 
Archbishop  Parker's  table,  i.  SIB. 
later  views  respecting  affinity  and  consanguinity,  i.  819. 
these  marriages  voidable  at  common  law,  i.  820. 
how  under  American  statutes,  i.  820. 
how  this  suit  for  nullity  promoted,  L  820. 
•CONSCIENCE  OF  THE  COURT, 

what  it  is,  iL  281. 
CONSENT,      (See  Fraud  —  Error—  Duress— Marriaqb  —  M'ant 

OF  Mental  Capacity,  &c.) 
to  be  divorced,  its  effect  on  legislative  divorces,  i.  678. 
general  vieto  concerning,  as  essential  in  marriage,  i.  c.  12;  namely, 
introductory  views,  L  216,  217. 
consent  the  foundation  of  marriage,  i.  218. 
forms  do  not  supersede  consent,  i.  219,  220. 
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CO  N8ENT, — continfted, 

what  most  be  the  terms  of  consent,  when  specific,  i.  221-226. 
nature  of  the  consent,  i.  227,  248,  249. 
copala  not  consent,  i.  226,  228. 
no  particular  form  of  words,  i.  229. 
consent  by  interchange  of  letters,  i.  280-282. 
parties  must  in  fact  intend  matrimony,  i.  288-245. 
three  distinct  classes  of  consent,  i.  246. 
distinction  between  the  consent  and  the  eyidence  of  it,  i.  247. 
must  be  mutual,  i.  248. 
must  be  present,  i.  249. 
successive  declarations,  i.  250,  251. 
agreement  of  secrecy,  i.  252,  488,  589. 
consent  per  verba  de  Juturo  cum  copula^  i.  258-265. 
by  habit  and  repute,  i.  266. 
want  of  consent,  marriage  Toid,  L  267. 
CONSENT  OP  PARENTS, 

to  marriage,  the  law  concerning,  i.  298-295. 
ho#  far  necessary  at  the  common  law,  i.  298. 
English  legislation  and  its  effect,  i.  294. 
American,  and  its  effect,  i.  295. 
CONSEQUENCES,  (See  Sbntencb.) 

Fhtcing  by  law  from  the  valid  divorce  or  fwUiiy  sentence^  iL  c.  41 ;  namely, 
depend  upon  the  kind  of  divorce,  ii.  689. 
sentence  of  nullity,  its  effect,  ii.  690-696. 
same  substantially,  if  marriage  vcudable,  as  void,  ii.  690,  B95. 

as  if  there  had  been  no  marriage,  iL  690. 
but  not  against  third  persons,  ii.  691. 
effect  on  land  aliened,  &c.,  ii.  691-698. 
husband  bound  to  wife  before  marriage,  iL  698, 

liability  for  wife's  debts,  ii.  694. 
third  persons'  rights  where  marriage  void,  ii.  695. 
wife's  remedy  where  marriage  void,  ii.  696, 
consequences  of  dissolution  of  valid  marriage,  ii.  697-725. 
little  light  from  the  English  law,  ii.  697. 
in  respect  to  status,  iL  698-708. 
frees  both  parties,  if  one,  ii.  698-701. 
how  parliamentary  divorces  in  England,  ii.  698. 
various  aspects  of  the  question,  ii.  699. 
as  respects  statutes  against  polygamy,  ij.  700,  701. 
divorce  in  foreign  State,  ii.  701. 

prohibitory  clause  against  marrying — effect  of  foreign  divorce, 
iL  702-704. 
in  respect  to  rights  of  property,  iL.  705-722. 
general  principle,  ii.  705. 
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CONSEQUENCES, — continued. 

dower  at  common  law,  ii.  706-708. 

allowed  the  innocent  wife  by  statute,  ii.  709-711. 
principles  relating  to,  ii.  709. 
effect  of  conditional  provisions,  ii.  710. 
foreign  divorce,  ii.  710,  711. 
curtesy,  ii.  712,  718. 
choees  in  action,  ii.  714,  715. 
lands  conveyed  to  husband  and  wife,  ii.  716. 
settlement  npon  wife,  iL  717. 
annuity  to  wife,  ii.  718. 
agreement  for  settlement,  ii.  719. 
these  points  on  principle,  iL  720,  721. 
where  alimony  is  decreed  in  lieu  of  articles,  ii.  722. 
woman  as  witness  for  or  against  her  divorced  husband,  ii.  72S. 
action  of  crim.  con.  ii.  724. 
rights  of  administration,  ii.  725. 
divorce  from  bed  and  board,  its  effects,  726-741. 
general  principles,  ii.  726. 
not  remarry,  iL  727. 

bond  required  in  England,  ii.  728. 
how  far  separates  the  parties,  ii.  729. 
reconciliation  in  pais,  iL  729. 
dower,  ii.  780. 
curtesy,  iL  781. 

choses  in  action  at  conmion  law,  ii.  782-784. 
'  costs  due  the  wife,  ii.  782. 
■choses  in  action  under  statutes,  ii.  785. 
whether  wife  may  sue  and  be  sued,  iL  786-788. 
right  to  administration,  ii.  789. 
legitimacy  of  children,  ii.  740. 
settlement,  &c.,  upon  wife,  ii.  741. 
of  a  legislative  divorce,  L  698. 
CONSPIRACY, 

a  species  of  fraud,  i.  1 78. 

(See  Fraud.) 
CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.    (See  Leqislativr  Ditorcbs  —  Lbqis. 

LATivE  Marriages,  &c.) 
CONTESTATION  OF  SUIT, 

what  it  is,  in  the  ecclesiastical  practice,  ii.  219. 
CONTRACT,  (See  Marriage.) 

is  essential  as  the  foundation  of  marriage,  L  8,  19,  124-127,   166 

167  and  note,  218,  210  ;  iL  198. 
marriage  is  not,  but  a  status,  ii.  8-19. 
CONVICTION  AND  SENTENCE, 

for  crime,  as  ground  of  divorce,  L  828. 
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COSTS,  (See  Expenses.) 

husband's  right  to  wife's,  after  divorce  h  mensd,  ii.  782. 

recoverable  in  divorce  and  nnllity  suits,  ii.  364. 

rules  pertaining  to  this  matter,  ii.  365-367. 

relation  of  this  matter  to  alimony,  ii.  367,  868. 

English  meaning  of  the  term,  in  divorce  law,  ii.  398. 

money  to  the  wife  to  carry  on  or  defend  the  divorce  suit,  iL  887-400, 
406-422. 
COUNSEL,  (See  Solicitor.) 

of  wife,  how  compensated,  ii.  387  et  seq. 
COURT,  (See  Conscience  of  the  Court.) 

when  discharge  duty  of  jury,  ii.  256,  646.  ^ 

must  administer  law  as  finds  it,  i.  136,  294,  381. 

regard  to  former  decisions  in  matters  of  fiict,  ii.  615. 
CRIMINAL  CONVERSATION, 

proof  of  marriage  in  actions  for,  i.  422,  &c. 

action  for,  maintainable  after  divorce,  ii.  724.  -' 

verdict  in,  rebuts  presumption  of  collunon,  ii.  26. 

whether  admissible  evidence  in  a  divorce  suit,  to  prove  the 
adultery,  ii.  637. 
CRIMINAL  CONVICTION, 

as  ground  of  divorce,  i.  828. 
CRIMINAL  PROSECUTIONS, 

proof  of  marriage  in,  i.  442,  &c. 
CROSS-SUITS, 

i^  divorce  causes,  ii.  318. 
CRUELTY, 

whether  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  a  suit  for  adultery,  iL  80,  90,  91. 

(See  Recrimination.) 

evidence  of,  strengthens  proof  of  adultery,  ii.  628,  624. 

its  effect  in  causes  of  desertion,  i.  791-794. 

alimony  for,  without  divorce,  ii.  358, 359. 
view  of  the  law  off  as  ground  ofdivorcey  i.  c.  37 ;  namely, 

difficulties  of  the  subject,  L  714. 

definitions  of  cruelty,  i.  7 1 5-  7 1 7. 

Lord  StoweU's  observations,  i.  717,  note. 

language  of  the  American  statutes,  i.  718. 

courts  interfere  to  prevent  future  harm,  i.  719. 

this  divorce  founded  on  law  of  nature,  i.  720. 

the  law  and  evidence  how  relatively  considered,  i.  721. 

the  harm  must  be  to  the  body,  not  to  the  mind,  i.  722. 

different  rule  in  Scotland,  i.  723. 

Louisiana,  Texas,  &c.,  i.  724. 

the  quesdon  in  principle,  i.  725. 

indignities  to  the  mind  in  aggravation,  i.  726,  727. 
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CRUELTY,  —  continued. 

groundleas  chai^  of  adultery,  foal  language,  ftc.,  i.  726,. 

matters  Bot  pleaded,  i.  727. 

danger  may  be  to  health,  &c.,  as  well  as  limb,  L  728. 

test,  whether  threatens  bodily  harm,  i.  729. 

need  not  be  blows,  i.  729,  780. 

how  if  indignides  to  the  mind  tend  to  disease,  L  781-783. 

motive  for  the  conduct  how  material,  i.  784. 

if  violence,  the  kind  immaterial,  L  785. 

attempt  to  debauch  servant,  &C.,  i.  785;  749. 

ill  treatment  of  plaintiff's  child,  &a,  i.  786. 

doing  damag^to  husband's  property,  i.  787. 

desertion,  as  a  branch  of  cruelty,  L'788,  751. 

unnatural  practices,  i.  789. 

what  extent  of  cruelty  sufficient,  i.  740*751. 

not  a  slight  assault,  &c.,  i.  740,  748,  748. 

depends  upon  circumstances  of  the  case,  i.  741. 

condition  in  life  of  parties,  i.  741,  742. 

complaint  should  not-be  frivolous,  i.  748. 

but  case  need  not  be  aggravated,  L  744. 

one  act  may  be  sufficient,  and  when,  L  744-747. 

but  must  threaten  bodily  harm,  i.  748. 

throwing  bucket  of  water,  i.  748. 

spitting  on  wife's  face,  i.  748. 

a  complication  which  was  held  sufficient,  L  749. 

bad  language  and  bad  prayer,  i.  750. 

desertion  and  adultery,  &c.,  i,  751. 

danger  to  *^  the  life,"  under  statutes,  i.  752. 

diversity  of  cases  and  circumstances,  i.  758. 
relative  rights  and  duties  of  husband  and  wife,  i.  754-760. 

important  in  questions  of  cruelty,  L  754. 

whether  husband  may  flog  his  wife,  i.  754. 

confine  her,  i.  755-757. 

wife  must  conform  to  husband's  habits,  i.  758. 

attending  church,  visiting,  &c.,  i.  758. 

depriving  wife  of  managing  family,  i.  759. 

husband  requiring  wife  to  occupy  bed  with  him,  L  760. 
complaint  may  proceed  from  either  husband  or  wi^  i.  761,  762. 
how,  when  husband  complains,  i.  761-768. 
recrimination,  i.  764. 
complainant's  conduct  must  be  correct,  L  764-768. 

how  if  ill  conduct  met  by  greater  wrong,  i.  765-767. 

perfection  not  required,  L  768. 
distinction  between  the  law  and  the  evidence  of  craelty,  L  769,  770. 
the  procedure  in,  ii.  c.  87 ;  namely, 
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CRUELTY,  —  continued. 

how  the  craelty  to  be  set  oat  id  the  libel,  li.  649-652. 
^hatmay  be  shown  outside  the  allegation,  ii.  652,  658,  657,  658. 
amendments,  and  eonformity  of  proof  to  allegation,  ii.  654. 
plaintiff's  ill  conduct,  to  be  shown  in  defence,  must  be  pleaded,  ii. 

655. 
proofi  of  cruelty,  ii.  656-664. 
the  acts  of  cruelty  pertun  both  to  the  law  and  the  evidence,  ii. 

656. 
plaintiff  mast  establish  his  case,  ii.  657. 
hcrw  considered  in  reference  to  his  allegations,  iL  657,  658. 
marks  and  bruises  on  wife,  ii.  659,  600. 
complaint  of  wife  to  maid,  &c.,  as  evidence,  ii.  659,  661. 
wife's  declarations  against  husband,  ii.  661. 
record  of  conviction  for  assault,  ii.  662. 
demeanor  of  the  parties  since  suit  bvought,  ii.  668. 
defendant's  admissions,  ii.  664. 
evidence  of  character  in  suits  for,  ii.  645.  • 
may  be  the  subject  of  condonation,  ii.  51,  52. 
CURTESY, 

after  a  divorce  h  vinculo,  ii.  712,  718. 

h  mensdy  ii.  781,  785. 
CUSTODY  OF  CHILDREN.    (See  Childbsn.) 


D. 

DEAF  AND  DUMB, 

may  contract  matrimony  by  signs,  i.  188. 
DEATH, 

when  presumed,  i.  452-456,  588. 

its  effect  on  alimony,  ii.  863,  486-488. 
DECIDED  CASES, 

how  to  be  considered,  i.  68.  * 

DECLARATIONS, 

of  parties  to  marriage,  effect  of,  i.  541. 
DECREE,  (See  Sbntencs.) 

for  alimony,  what  should  state,  ii.  861,  862,  428. 

for  nullity  of  marriage,  what  should  state,  ii.  265,  769. 

for  divorce,  ii.  745. 

forms,  i.  218 ;  ii.  777-781,  787. 
DEED  OF  SEPARATION.    (See  Abtiglks  of-  Sepabation.) 
DEFAULT, 

divorce  cannot  be  rendered  upon,  ii.  285. 

but  it  settles  the  question,  and  how  far,  between  the  parties,  iL  286. 
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DEFENCES, 

what  may  be  shown  in  bar  of  tibe  snit,  iL  4-112. 
(See  CoimivAKCE  —  Coixusion — Condonation  —  RscKimifA- 
TiON  —  Lapsk  of  Time  and  Insinckritt.) 
DEFENDANT, 

whether,  can  have  affirmatiye  relief^  iL  816,  317. 
DEGREES, 

within  which  marriage  prohibited,  i.  814-820. 
(See  Levitical  Degrees  —  Consanouinttt  and  ArranrT.) 
Archbishop  Parker's  table  of  prohibited,  L  818.  ^ 
DELAY, 

how  pleaded,  ii.  842. 
DESERTION, 

necessary  absence  is  not,  i.  551. 
wife  departing  through  husband's  ftolt,  L  569  et  seq. 
Protestant  views  concerning,  L  26  and  note, 
remedy  for,  by  suit  for  restitntion  of  conjugal  rights,  i.  29. 
Parliament  will  not  grant  dirorce  for,  i.  662. 
effect  of  terms  '*  wilful "  and  **  malicious  "  applied  to,  iL  88,  noCe. 
in  suits  for  cruelty,  L  788. 

partjr's  own  declarations  as  evidence  of,  iL  659,  note, 
and  refusal  to  provide,  grofund  for  divorce,  L  819. 
and  living  in  adultery,  ground  for  divorce,  L  825. 
alimony  for,  without  divorce,  ii.  858,  859. 
view  oft  as  a  ground  of  divorce,  i.  c.  88 ;  namely, 

suit  for  restitution  of  conjugal  rights  the  remedy  for,  in  Englmnd,  .L 

771,  778. 
in*  the  United  States,  the  suit  for  divorce,  i.  772. 
at  present,  in  England  also,  to  some  extent,  L  771. 
statute  law  on  the  subject,  L-778,  774. 
construction  of  the  statutes,  L  775. 
definition  of  desertion,  L  776. 
what  is  desertion,  i.  777.     . 

what  sufficient  cessation  of  cohabitation,  L  778-782. 
refusal  to  consummate  the  marriage,  L  778. 
whether  mere  denial  of  copula  sufficient,  L  707-782. 
not  as  foundation  of  suit  for  conjugal  rights,  i.  778. 
the  principle  ais  applied  to  desertion,  i.  779. 
illustration  from  joining  the  Shakers,  i.  780. 
the  Scotch  law,  L  781. 
the  question  in  principle,  i.  782. 
what  sufficient  intent  to  desert,  L  788-794. 
not  separation  by  consent,  i.  788. 
need  not  commence  with  the  separation,  L  784. 
the 'intent  coupled  with  the  intent  to  be  reconciled  afterward,  i.  786. 
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DESERTION,  —  continued. 

true  legal  dimeDsioDfi  of  the  intent,  i.  785. 
consent  to  separate  revocable,  i.  786. 
effect  of  offer  to  return,  i.  786. 
.  the  party  guilty  of  desertion  not  always  the  one  who  leaves  the 
habitation,  i.  787.  ' 
wife  refusing  to  follow  husband  on  change  of  domicil,  i.  788-790. 
when  one  rightly  leaves  for  the  other's  wrongful  conduct,  L  791- 
794. 
what  will  justify  a  desertion,  i.  795-808. 
if  justifiable,,  nd"  ground  of  divorce,  i.  795. 
the  justification  on  principle,  f.  796. 
the  Ohio  and  North  Carolina  doctrine,  i.  797. 
how  in  Alabama,  i.  798. 

in  Pennsylvania,  Kentucky,  and  New  Hampshire,  i.  799,. 

800. 
in  England,  —  and  observations,  i.  801,  802,  804,  805. 
effect  of  suit  pending,  i.  801 ,  802. 

confinement  in  prison  for  crime,  i.  80d.* 
articles  of  separation,  i.  806. 
how,  when  both  parties  are  guilty,  i.  807. 
must  give  locus  penitentiaj  i.  808. 
continuity  and  duration  of  the  desertion,  i.  809,  810. 
distinction  between  the  law  and  the  evidence,  i.  811. 
the  procedure,  iL  c.  88 ;  namely, 

how  the  desertion  must  be  set  out  in  the  libel,  ii.  666-669. 
evidence  of  desertion,  ii.  670-681. 
the  law  and  the  evidence  blend,  iL  670. 
burden  of  proof,  ii.  671. 

where  desertion  shown,  its  continuance  presumed,  ii.  672. 
.     circumstances  important  to  be  shown,  ii.  678,  6^74. 

rules  as  to  when  a  separation  is  in  law  a  desertion,  ii.  674. 
wife  driving  off  her  husband,  ii.  675. 
woknen  glad  to  be  deserted,  ii.  676. 
other  illustrative  cases,  ii.  677-681. 
in  what  locality  the  law  holds  the  desertion  to  have  taken  place, 

ii.  682,  688. 
form  of  libel  for,  &c.,  ii.  774,  789. 
DISCRETION, 

how  far  courts  can  exercise,  in  matrimonial  causes,  i.  186,  881 ; 

ii.  294. 
to  divorce  either  from  bed  and  board  or  from  the  bond  of  matrimony, 
ii.  227. 
DISCRETION  OF  THE  COURT, 

as  ground  of  divorce,  the  law,  i.  827-^85. 
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DISCRETION  OF  THE  COURT,— co/i/mii«/. 
the  procedure  in,  ii.  686,  687. 

the  statute  gives  jurisdiction  oyer  causes  of  nullity,  ii,  293,  667. 
DISMISSAL, 

of  suit,  as  evidence  of  condonation,  ii.  48. 

effect  on  alimony  decreed,  ii.  439, 440. 
effect  of  judgment  of,  ii.  766. 
DIVISION  OF  PROPERTY,    (See  Wife.) 
between  the  parties  on  a  divorce^  ii.  c.  29 ;  namely, 
regulated  by  statute  in  this  country,  ii.  509. 
principles  relating  to,  iL  510-512. 
giving  a  portion  to  the  guilty  wife,  iL  518,  514. 
whether  the  division  must  be  in  specie,  ii.  515,  616. 
some  Georgia  and  other  cases,  ii.  517-519.  » 

DIVORCE,     (See  Consequbngus  —  Divorce  Suit  —  Matbimomial 

Common  Law  —  Matrimonial  Statutory  Law.) 
general  view  of^the  law  of,  i.  c.  2;  namely, 

men  differ  as  to  what  the  law  should  be,  L  21. 
how  look  at  the  history  of  divorce,  i.  22. 
early  Roman  history,  i.  28. 
later  Roman  hbtory,  i.  24. 
Mosaic  law,  i.  25. 

doctrine  of  the  Catholic  Church,  L  24,  25,  27,  30. 

Greek  «'       L  25. 

Protestant  *«       i.  25,  26,  30. 
theological  views,  i.  25,  note, 
reason  and  mistake  of  the  Catholic  belief^  i.  27-29. 
origin  of  divorces  a  mensd,  i.  29. 
unreasonableness  of  this  divorce,  i.  29,  37,  Sfi, 
more  recent  English  doctrine  and  its  source,  L  SO,  38. 
an  attempted  reformation,  i.  80. 

how  the  unwritten  law  stands  in  the  United  States,  i.  31. 
policy  of  the  law,  i.  82-47. 
question  not  of  theology  but  political  expediency^  i.  32,  33. 
actual  matrimony,  right  of  every  person,  i.  88. 

interest  of  every  State,  i.  84. 
marriage  a  permanent  condition,  i.  85. 
views  of  Judge  Swift,  i.  86. 
vinculum  should  be  dissolved  when  cohabitation  impracticable, 

i.  38,  40. 
divorces  h  mensA  discouraged,  i.  29,  87-89. 
for  what  causes  divorces  should  be  granted,  i.  40. 
views  of  Milton  and  others,  i.  41. 
the  legal  literature  concerning  divorce,  i.  42. 
law  and  practice  of  South  Carolina,  i.  38,  39, 42,  48. 
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DIVORCE,  —  continued. 

farther  views,  L  44-46. 

conrts  should  administer  the  law  in  its  spirit,  i.  47. 
impediments  to  marriage  consequent  upon,  discussed,  i.  c.  16  ;  namely, 
effect  of  the  divorce  sentence,  when  uncontrolled  hj  statutes,  L  604. 
American  statutes  restraining  marriage  after,  i.  305,  806. 
Scotch  and  English  legislation,  &c.,  i  307. 
other  matters  ;  namely, 

when  to  be  inferred  in  order  to  sustain  a  second  marriage,  i.  514-518. 
decree  of,  necessary  to  dissolve  the  marriage,  ii.  279. 
for  adultery,  (See  Adultery.) 

cruelty,  (See  Crukltt.) 

deseition,  (See  Desertion.) 

drunkenness,  i.  813. 

drunkenness  with  wasting  of  estate,  i.  814. 
gross  neglect  of  duty,  i.  815,  816. 

refusing  to  maintain  wife  while  having  the  ability,  t.  817-821. 
uniting  with  Shakers,  &c.,  i.  822. 
conviction  and  sentence  to  imprisonment,  i.  823. 
absent,  and  not  heard  of,  i.  824. 
desertion  and  living  in  adultery,  i.  825. 
offering  indignities,  i.  826 ;  ii.  684. 
cannot  live  together  in  peace  and  harmony,  ii.  685. 
discretion  of  the  court  as  a  cause,  i.  827-835  ;  ii.  686,  687. 
legisUtive  divorces,    (See  Leoislatiye  Divorces.) 
judicial  divorces  for  past  offences,  i.  98-104,  696-699. 
form  of  libel  for,  ii.  770,  772-777. 
DIVORCE  SUIT,        (See  Ali'mont  —  Nullity  Suit.) 
the,  general  view  o/,  iL  c.  14 ;  namely, 
scope  of  this  chapter,  ii.  224. 
definition  of  divorce,  and  different  kinds,  iL  225. 
may  be  by  legislative  act  or  judicial  sentence,  iL  226. 
sometimes  may  be  either  h  mensd  or  h  vinculo,  ii.  227. 
a  mensdy  whether  for  limited  time,  ii.  228. 
same  principles  govern  proceedings  for  different  kinds,  ii.  229. 
public  a  party  to  matrimonial  suits,  iL  230,  231. 
whether  divorce  suit  is  civil  or  criminal,  ii.  230-234. 
is  a  triangular  civil  suit,  ii.  234. 
public  how  interested,  ii.  234-237. 
default  does  not  bind  the  public,  iL  235. 
but  does  the  party,  ii.  236. 
technical  objections,  amendments,  &c.  ii.  237. 
agreement  to  obtain  a  divorce  —  a  Connecticut  case,  ii.  238. 
other  like  cases,  ii.  239. 

confeteions  of  defendant  in  evidence,  ii.  240-251. 
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DIVORCE   SUIT, ^continued. 

sole  confeflsions  not  sufficient  prooff  iL  240. 

rule  of  both  the  conunon  ftnd  canon  laws,  iL  240,  241. 

not  altogether  excluded,  ii.  242. 

weight  less  in  suits  of  nullity,  ii.  24S. 

nature  and  amount  of  evidence  to  corroborate,  iL  244, 246, 248, 249. 

priTate  examination  by  the  judge,  ii.  247. 

whether  defendant  must  plead  negatively,  ii.  248. 

general  result  of  doctrine  about  confessions,  ii.  248. 

statutory  modifications  of  the  doctrine,  ii.  250,  251. 
points  to  be  established  in  evidence  by  the  respectiTe  parties,  iL 

252,  258. 
the  county,  the  court,  &C.,  for  bringing  the  diyoroe  soit,  iL  2^1,  255. 
whether  the  judge  or  jury  tries  the  issues  of  fact,  iL  256. 
new  trials,  &c.,  ii.  257-260. 
the  procedure  in  divorce  causes  assimilates  to  that  in  others,  iL 

261,  288. 
proof  of  the  marriage  in  divorce  causes,  iL  262-2*76. 

plaintiff  must  prove  it,  ii.  262. 

what  kind  of  marriage  it  must  be,  iL  263. 

how  of  voidable  marriage,  iL  264. 

in  suits  for  nullity,  ii.  265. 

amount  and  kind  of  proof  of,  iL  266-275. 

legislative  alterations  of  the  rule,  ii.  276. 
witness  to  prove  marriage  in  nullify,  ii.  277. 
other  evidence  in  the  dtvoroe  case,  iL  278  et  seq. 

must  be  both  morally  and  legally  sufficient,  ii.  278. 

the  offence  does  not  dissolve  the  marriage  without  sentence,  iL  279. 

relatives  and  servants  as  witnesses,  ii.  280. 

whether  one  witness  sufficient,  ii.  281,  282. 

answers  as  evidence,  iL  281,  282. 

the  parties  as  witnesses,  iL  288,  284. 

opinions  of  witnesses,  iL  285,  286. 

delicacy  in  the  production  of  the  evidence,  ii.  2^. 
who  may  be  parties,  &c.  iL  296,  &c. 

(See  Parties.) 
cross-soits,  suits  pending,  and  taking  advantage  of  what  transpired 

since  suit  commenced,  iL  316-821. 
general  view  of  the  pleading  in  court,  ii.  322-849. 

(See  Plba)>ino.) 
DOMICIL, 

domicil  the  test  of  jurisdiction  in  divorce  causes,  ii.  141,  &c. 

(See  Locality.) 
sentence  in  fraud  of  the  law  of^  ii.  763. 
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DOMICIL, — continued. 

inquiry  concerning  the  law  of,  ii.  c.  8 ;  namely, 
why  this  inquiry  essentiftl,  ii.  116. 
definitions  and  .descriptions  of  domicil,  ii.  117,  118. 
whether  a  man  can  have  two  domicils,  ii.  llo. 
whether  different  domicils  for  different  purposes,  ii.  120. 
different  results  as  to  domicil  according  to  the  nature  of  the  inquiry, 

&c  ii.  121-1 2S. 
the  domicil  for  divorce,  ii.  121-128. 
how  far  the  wif^s  domicil  follows  the  husband's  in  divorce  and  nullity 
causes^  ii.  c.  9 ;  namely, 

importance  of  this  discussion,  ii.  124. 
the  general  doctrine  —  not  apply  in  these  causes,  ii.  125. 
but  sometimes  applies,  ii.  126. 
further  discussion  of  these  propositions,  ii.  127-1  SI. 
DOWER, 

wife  below  nine  years  old  cannot  hare,  i.  151. 
whether  barred  by  wife's  desertion  and  liTing  in  adultery,  i.  629-629. 
after  divorce  h  vinculo,  ii.  169,  706-711. 
h  mensd,  ii.  780. 
DRUNKENNESS, 

how  affects  marriage  celebrated  during  a  fit  of,  i.  181,   182  ;    ii. 

568,  note, 
as  ground  of  divorce,  i^  818. 
with  wasting  of  the  estate,  i.  814. 
DURESS, 

as  an  impediment  to  marriage,  i.  210-218. 

same  principles*apply  to  duress  in  marriage  as  other  contracts,  i.  21  p. 
what  sufiicient  fear,  i.  211. 

consent  under  arrest,  i.  212,  218.  * 

case  of  James  v.  Smith,  i.  218. 
who  parties  in  this  suit — cohabitation,  i.  214. 
whether  this  marriage  void  or  voidable,  i.  215. 
DUTY, 

neglect  of,  as  ground  of  divorce,  i.  815,  816. 

E. 
EARNINGS, 

husband's,  foundation  for  alimony,  ii.  446. 

ECCLESIASTICAL  COURTS, 

their  origin-and  constitution,  ii.  48-50. 

rules  of  decision,  ii.  51-57. 

text-books  and  reports,  ii.  58-62. 

judges,  how  commissioned,  ii.  48. 

character  and  qualifications  of,  ii.  68. 
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ECCLESIASTICAL  COTJBTS,— continued. 

no  jnrisdiction  over  custodj  of  children,  ii.  531. 
effect  of  their  judgments,  iL  748-769. 
view  of  the  practice  in  the,  iL  c.  14 ;  namelj, 
to  what  extent  it  is  our  inheritance,  ii.  215. 
proceedings  plenarj  and  summary,  ii.  216. 
names  of  some  of  the  pleadings,  ii.  216. 
concerning  the  answer,  ii.  21 7. 
three  successiye  allegations  allowable,  ii.  218. 
the  contestation  of  the  suit,  ii.  219. 
objecting  to  admitting  an  allegation,  iL  220. 
term  probatory,  the  evidence,  the  hearing,  iL  221. 
successive  terms  probatory,  &c.,  ii.  222. 
ancillary  proceedings,  iL  228. 
ECCLESIASTICAL  LAW,    (See  Matrimonial  Common  Law.) 
general  view  of  the,  L  c.  8  ;  namely, 

this  law  is  our  common  law  of  marriage  and  divorce,  i.  48. 
origin  and  constitution  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  L  48-50. 
rules  of  decisions  in  these  courts,  L  51-57. 
not  the  Roman  canon  law,  L  51-55. 
they  have  a  common  law  of  iheir  own,  i.  56. 
summary  of  the  matter,  L  57. 
English  text-books  of  ecclesiastical  law,  i.  58-60. 
English  reports  and  American  reprints,  L  61,  62. 
judges  and  practice  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  L  68,  64. 
the  new  matrimonial  court  in  England,  L  65. 
EJECTMENT, 

proof  of  marriage  in  suits  for,  L  448,  &c. 
EMBASSADOR'S  CHAPEL, 

marriage  in,  L  895  and  note. 
ENGLISH  ECCLESIASTICAL  LAW.    (See  Ecc;.e8iasticai,  Law.) 
EQUITY, 

jurisdiction  of,  in  causes  of  nullity,  ii.  291,  292. 

alimony  on  a  supplicavit,  ii.  85^. 

whether  can  decree  alimony  without  divorce,  and  when,  ii.  350-868. 

(See  AuMONT.) 
whether  alimony  as  supplemental  to  a  divorce,  ii.  881,  882. 
custody  of  children  in  divorce  suits,  ii.  581. 
ERROR, 

as  an  impediment  to  marriage,  L  206-209. 
the  doctrine  on  principle,  L  206. 
must  usually  involve  a  fraud,  L  207. 
doctrine  of  the  Canonists,  L  208. 

of  courts  of  equity,  L  209. 
ratification,  by  cohabitation,  &c.,  L  214,  215. 
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EVIDENCE,  (See  Witness.) 

of  marriage  and  legitimacy,  i.  408-549^ 

(See  Marriage.) 

of  marriage  in  divorce  saits,  ii.  262-277. 

must  be  legally  as  well  as  morally  sufficient,  ii.  278. 
[Note.  —  The  reader  will  consult  also,  as  to  the  evidence,  the  various 

titles.] 
EXAMINER, 

what  is,  in  the  ecclesiastical  practice,  ii.  221. 
EXPENSES  OF  SUIT,    (See  Attorney  —  Costs.) 

husband  pays,  on  both  sides,  iL  887  et  seq. 

•  F. 

FACT  OF  MARRIAGE,     (See  Records  or  Marriage  —  Foreign 

Marriage.) 
how  established  in  evidence  othertoise  than  by  the  recordf  i.  c.  26 ;  namely, 
may  be  required  to  be  proved  in  every  issue,  i.  482. 
'    how  the  record  evidence  considered,  i.  488. 
what  is  a  marriage  in  &ct,  i.  485, 486. 

how  distinguished  from  marriage  proved  by  cohabitation  and  re- 
pute, i.  486. 
marriage  in  ftct,  shown  by  circumstantial  evidence,  L  487--49S. 
Morris  v.  Miller,  considered,  L  490-492. 
when  circumstantial  evidence  not  allowed,  i.  498. 
direct  evidence  other  than  record  evidence,  i.  494-496. 
oonfesuons  and  admissions  of  the  party,  i.  497-502. 
what  issues  involve'the  fact  of  marriage,  i.  442,  587,  588. 
FACTORIES,  ENGLISH, 

marriages  in,  i.  395,  397. 
FALSEHOOD  AND.  CONCEALMENT, 

as  tending  to  show  adultery,  ii.  629. 
FAMILIARITIES,  * 

in  proof  of  adultery,  ii.  625. 
FATHER, 

his  rights  and  duties  at  common  law,  ii.  527-529. 
right  to  custody  of  children,  iL  629  et  seq.    (See  Children.) 
FORCE.  (See  Duress.) 

FOREIGN  DIVORCES,    (See  Conflict  or  Laws.) 

why  foreign  divorce  statutes  not  given  in  this  work,  i.  701. 
FOREIGN  LAW,    (See  Conflict  of  Laws — Foreign  Marriage.) 
has  no  extra-territorial  fi)rce,  L  306,  868,  867 ;  iL  189, 140,  701,  702. 
evidence  of,  and  legal  presumptions  respecting^  i.  c  23 ;  namely, 

distinction  between  what  is  marriage  and  what  is  proof  of  marriage^ 
L  408. 
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FOREIGN  LAW,  — continued. 

the  rules  and  presumptioiiB  respecting  the  proof  of,  not  well  diacoaBed 
in  any  book,  i.  409. 

courts  take  cognizance  of  the  law  of  nations,  but  not  of  foreign  local 
laws,  i.  410,  422. 

where  there  is  no  proof  given  of  the  foreign  law,  the  case  goes  on 
presumptions,  i.  411,  414. 

what  the  presumptions  are,  L  411-417. 

how  far  our  States  are  foreign  to  one  another,  i.  415. 

he  who  relies  on  a  foreign  law  must  aver  and  prove  it,  i.  418. 

whether  the  proof  of  the  foreign  law  is  for  the  judge  or  the  jory,  L 
418-421,  423. 

what  foreign  laws  and  laws  of  nations  courts  take^^gnizance  of,  i.  4  2S. 

United  States  courts  take  cognizance  of  State  laws,  i-  428. 

House  of  Lords,  of  English  law  on  appeals  from  Scotland,  L  428. 

how  our  State  laws  are  proved  in  sister  States,  i.  424-430. 
laws  of  a  foreign  country,  i.  425-430. 

power  of  United  States  consul  to  authenticate  foreign  laws,  i.  426. 

whether  foreign  statutes  must  be  interpreted  by  experts,  L  428.    . 

general  suggestions  —  rule  of  court  proposed,  i.  431. 
FOREIGN  MARRIAGE,    (See  Conflict  of  Laws  — Forrigk  Law.) 
ipecial  considerations  respecting  the  proof  of  i.  c.  28 ;  namely, 

this  inquiry  relates  to  the  fact  of  marriage,  L  519. 

effect  of  proving  a  fact  of  marriage  abroad  without  proving  the  for- 
eign law,  i.  521-528. 

what  the  proper  proof  of  the  foreign  law  in  these  cases,  L  529-533. 

burden  of  proof  of  the  foreign  law,  i.  534. 

circumstances  excusing  the  proof,  i.  535. 

the  law  of  this  subject  not  well  settled,  i.  536. 
FORUM, 

for  divorce,  the,  iL  113-214. 

(See  Locality.) 
FRAUD,  ♦ 

combination  of  fraud  with  insanity,  i.  134. 

effect  of,  in  legislative  divorce,  i.  687-692. 

vitiates  matrimonial  judgments,  ii.  753,  760-763. 
general  view  of  as  affecting  the  validity  of  the  marriage,  L  c.  11 ;  namely, 

likeness  of  fraud  to  error  and  duress,  L  164. 

difficulties  attending  the  discussion  of  this  subject,  L  165. 

distinctions  to  be  observed,  i.  166, 167. 

difference  whether  there  has  been  copula  or  not,  L  166, 169, 172, 198. 

peculiar  rules  as  to  fraud  apply  to  marriage,  i.  167. 

misrepresentation  as  to  character,  fortune,  &c.,  i.  167,  168. 

when  same  fraud  vitiates  marriage  as  other  contracts,  i.  169, 170, 172. 

when  likened  to  executory  contract  to  marry,  i.  170. 
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FRAUD,  —  continued. 

no  fraud  where  complainant  knew  of  the  matter,  i.  171. 
conspiracy  as  a  species  of  fraud  considered,  i.  178-176. 
how  statutes  authorizing  divorce  for  fraud  construed,  i.  177,  178, 181. 
**  fraudulent  contract,"  meaning  of,  i.  178. 
false  representations  of  chastity,  i.  179. 
pretending  to  be  chaste  yet  being  pregnant,  i.  180-191. 
Reynolds  v,  Reynolds  considered,  i.  181-190. 
forgery  in  procuring  marriage  license,  i.  192. 
operating  by  fraud  on  a  weak  mind,  i.  193-196. 
the  consideration  that  marriage  is  an  executed  contract,  i.  194 
must  look  at  the  facts  of  particular  cases,  i.  197. 
the  Scotch  law,  i.  198-203. 

effecting  marriage  by  assuming  wrong  name,  i.  204. 
dictum  that  no  fraud  vitiates  marriage,  i.  205. 
guilty  party  cannot  take  advantage  of  the  fraud,  i.  214. 
effect  of  cohabitation  knowing  thet  fraud,  i.  214. 
whether  this  marriage  voidable  or  void,  i.  215. 
general  view  of  the  procedure  in,  ii.  c.  34  ;  namely, 
equity  takes  jurisdiction,  ii.  570. 
the  allegation  in  the  bill,  ii.  571. 
the  evidence,  ii.  572,  573. 

FRADULENT  CONVEYANCE, 

by  husband,  effect  on  alimohy,  ii.  450. 
FRIGIDITY.  (See  Impotbncb.)  , 


G. 

GRETNA  GREEN, 

form  of  marriage  in,  i.  229,  note.  • 

GROSS  NEGLECT  OF  DUTY, 

a  ground  of  divorce,  i.  815,  816. 

H. 

HABIT  AND  REPUTE, 

marriage  by,  L  266,  540. 

HUSBAND,  (See  Wife.) 

as  witness  to  adultery  committed  with  his  wife,  ii.  643. 

right  to  chastise  wife,  i.  754.  / 

confine  her,  i.  756-757.  / 

duty  to  support  her,  i.  570 ;  ii.  369.  / 

liability  for  necessaries  to  wife  (See  Neckssariss).  / 

not  to  support  children  by  former  marriage,  ii.  527.  ^ 
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HUSBAND  AND  WIFE,    (See  Husband  — Wife.) 
relatiTe  righte  and  datiee  of,  L  788-790 ;  iL  17-20. 

L 
IDENTITY, 

of  parties  in  catues  of  adultery,  iL  641. 
IDIOCY.  (See  Want  of  Mental  Capacitt.) 

ILLEGITIMATE  CHILDREN,        (See  Lboitim act.) 

the  same  as  legitimate,  in  respect  to  afSjiity  and  oonsanginnitjr,  L  3U. 
ILL  FAME, 

visit  to  house  of^  in  proof  of  adulteiy,  iL  626. 
ILLICIT  COHABITATION, 

when  marriage  will  be  presumed  €^er^  L  c.  27 ;  namely, 
the  rule  varies  with  the  circumstances,  i.  503. 
varies  with  the  law  as  respects  formalities  neceasaiy  to  oonslitate 

marriage,  i.  504. 
parties  preferring  illicit  commerce,  L  506,  507. 
when  marriage  is  desired,  i.  508-511.  ^ 

woman  a  common  prostitute,  &c.,  i.  512. 
the  nature  of  the  presumption  of  marriage  in  these  cases,  i.  515. 
when  a  divorce  will  be  inferred  in  order  to  sustain  a  second  marriage, 
L  514-518.  ' 

IMPEDIMENTS,      (See  Nullity  or  Marriaqe.) 
render  marriage  either  void  or  voidable,  i.  46-62. 

(See  Void  and  Yoidable.) 
IMPOTENCE, 
general  view  of,  as  an  impediment  to  marriage,  L  c.  19 ;  namelj, 
parties  to  marriage  must  be  of  different  sex,  L  321. 
Two  objects  of  marriage  —  having  ofl^ring  and  avoiding  ftmicir 

tion,  i.  822. 
marriage  implies  warranty  of  ability  to  consummate,  L  828. 
definition  of  impotence,  i.  824. 
barrenness  not  impotence,  i.  825-829. 

whether  barrenness  from  ascertainable  malformation,  ftc,  L  824-890. 
where  sexual  intercourse  is  imperfect,  i.  826-828. 
cases  of  impotence  rare,  L  881,  887. 
may  be  in  men  or  women,  L  881. 
courts  bound  to  give  relief,  i.  881. 
impotence  must  exist  at  time  of  the  marriage,  L  882. 
must  be  incurable,  i.  882. 
origin  of  no  <y>nsequence,  L  888. 
as  to  one  person  only,  L  885. 
classification  of,  L  886. 
unknown  what  cases  may  arise,  i.  887. 
a  Massachusetts  case,  i.  888. 
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IMPOTENCE,  —  continued. 

this  impediment  makes  the  marriage  Toidable,  not  void,  i.  889. 
the  procedure,  general  view  of,  ii.  c.  85 ;  namely, 
delicacy  of  the  subject,  ii.  574. 
the  form  of  the  allegation  in  the  libel,  ii.  575-579,  789. 
whether  either  party  can  make  the  complaint,  ii.  580,  581. 
delay  in  bringing  the  suit,  ii.  582,  588. 
age  of  parties  material,  ii.  584,  586. 
prooft  of  impotence,  ii.  585-600. 
inspection  of  defendant,  ii.  585,  587,  590-599. 
sometimes  necessary,  585,  5^. 
necessity  the  basis  of  the  rule,  ii.  590,  594. 
whether  it  exists  in  United  States,  iL  591-598. 
limits  of  the  rule,  ii.  594,  595. 
of  the  plaintiff,  ii.  596. 
how  performed,  iL  597. 
certificate  of  inspectors,  ii.  598. 
direction  to  inspectors  in  New  York,  ii.  599. 
triennial  cohabitation,  ii.  585-589. 

necessary  when  defbct  not  obvious  on  inspection,  ii.  585. 
case  of  infants,  ii.  586. 
when  not  necessary,  ii.  587. 

substantial  compliance  with  the  rule  sufficient,  ii.  588. 
whether  rule  exists  in  United  States,  ii.  589. 
amount  of  proof  necessary,  ii.  600. 
jurisdiction  in  causes  of,  i.  178,  note;  ii.  291.  * 
IMPRISONMENT.    (See  Conviction  and  Sentence.) 
INCf)ST,  (See  Conbanouinitt  and  Affinity.) 

proof  of  marriage  in  indictments  for,  i.  442. 
INCUMBRANCES,  • 

on  husband's  estate,  effect  of,  as  to  alimony,  ii.  448,  450. 
INDIGNITIES, 

offeringi  as  ground  of  divorce,  i.  826. 
the  procedure  in,  ii.  684. 
INFANCY.  (See  Want  of  Aob.) 

INFANTS,  (See  Children.) 

how  bring  and  defend  divorce  suits,  ii.  808,  804. 
not  deemed  impotent,  till  eighteen  years  old,  iL  291. 
INJUNCTION, 

writ  of,  to  secure  alimony,  ii.  502-504. 
INSANE  PERSONS, 

whether,  may  sue  and  be  sued  for  divorce  and  nullity,  and  how 
bring  or  defend  suit,  ii.  805-808. 
INSANITY.       (See  Want  of  Mental  Capacity.) 
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INSINCERITY, 

the  defence  of,  considered,  ii.  Ill,  &c. 

(See  Lapse  of  Timb  and  Inbikgbritt.) 
INSPECTION, 

in  proof  of  impotence,  iL  585,  567,  590-699. 
INTERVENTION, 

right  of  all  persona  interested  in  matrimonial  oanses,  iL  S09,  310, 
766. 
INTOXICATION, 

its  effect  upon  a  marriage,  i.  181, 182 ;  iL  668. 

J. 

JACTITATION, 

principles  relating  to  the  sait  of,  iL  290,  768,  769. 
JOINDER, 

of  causes  of  divorce,  ii.  826,  827. 
JUDGE'S  DISCRETION, 

as  ground  of  divorce,  the  law,  i.  827-886. 

the  procedure  in,  ii.  686-,  687. 
JUDGMENT,    (See  Degree  —  Sentence  —  Yerdict.) 

its  effect  in  proof  of  marriage,  i.  642. 
JURISDICTION,    (See  Legislative  Divorges.) 

of  courts  over  causes  of  divorce,  ii.  1 18-214. 

(See  LoGALiTY.) 

statute  necessary  to  give  the  court,  in  matrimonial  causes,  L  €9,  71 ; 
iL  291. 

but  equity  ntay  in  some  cases  pronounce  marriage  void,  ii.  291,  292. 

L.    •  •         ' 

LANDS,  (See  Dower  —  Curtesy.) 

conveyed  to  husband  and  wife,  effect  of  divoroe  on,  iL  716. 
LAPSE  OF  TIME  AND  INSINCERITY, 

considered  as  a  bar  to  divorce^  iL  c.  6 ;  namely, . 

no  statute  of  limitations  to  divorce  suits,  ii.  103. 

but  neglect  to  sue  may  establish  connivance  or  condonatimi,  n.  103- 
106. 

neglect  not  so  strong  a  bar  against  the  wife  as  the  husband,  ii.  108-105. 

delay  explained,  ii.  106. 

American  statute  law,  iL  107. 

English,  ii.  108. 

parliamentary  practice,  ii.  109. 

insincerity  comes  from  lapse  of  time,  &c.,  ii.  110. 

the  doctrine  of  insincerity,  what,  ii.  110-112. 
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LAPSE  OP  TIME  AND  rNSINCEfilTY,  — conftntied. 
in  cases  of  impotence,  iL  582,  Sf^3, 
bow  pleaded,  ii.  843. 
LAW,  FOREIGN.  (See  Foreigk  Law.) 

LEGISLATIVE  DIVORCES, 
general  view  of  the  taw  respecting,  L  c.  84 ;  namely, 
subject  of  diminishing  importance,  i.  660. 
origin  of  parliamentary  divorces,  i.  661. 
bistory  of,  L  661,  662. 

origin  and  bistory  of  legislative  divorces  in  the  United  States  i.  668. 
whether  divorce  is  competent  to  the  State  legislatures  —  the  question 

stated,  i.  664. 
whether  legislative  divorces  impair  the  obligation  of  contracts,  i.  665- 

669. 
Judge  Stoiy^s  opinion,  i.  665. 

judicial  opinions  in  Florida  and  Missouri,  i.  666,  678,  note, 
this  provision  no  relation  to  marriage,  i.  667. 
if  it  had,  divorce  laws  could  not  operate  upon  prior  marriages,  i. 

^7-669. 
legislative  divorces  not  invalid  as  impairing  the  obligation  of  con- 
tracts, L  669. 
whether  they  are  invalid  as  being  retrospective  laws,  i.  670-679. 
retrospective  laws  inhibited  directly  or  by  implication,  i.  670. 
construction  of  this  prohibition  generally,  L  671-676. 
parties  may  waive  this  objection,  and  States  may  pass  retrospec- 
tive laws  impairing  their  own  rights,  i.  ^77.    * 
persons  not  in  interest  cannot  object,  i.  677. 
application  of  foregoing  principles  to  divorce  acts,  i.  678. 
other  reasons  why  divorce  acts  not  unconstitutional  as  violating 
this  provision,  i.  679. 
whether  legislative  divorces  unconstitutional  as  an  exercise  of  judicial 
power,  i.  680-686. 
the  question  stated,  i.  680. 

acts,  including  divorce,  may  be  either  legislative  or  judicial,  L  681. 
legislature  establishes  rules ;  judiciary  applies  them,  i.  682. 
objection  that  the  statute  is  special,  inmiaterial,  i.  688. 
view  taken  by  the  Maine  and  Iowa  courts,  i.  684,  689. 
argument  drawn  fix>m  the  former  practice,  i.  685. 
general  result  of  the  authorities,  L  686. 
exceptions  to  the  right  of  legislative  divorce,  i.  687. 
how,  under  the  constitution  of  Massachusetts,  i.  688,  689. 
.whether  a  legislative  divorce  is  for  cause,  i.  689. 
the  doctrine  under  the  constitution  of  Pennsylvania,  i.  6901 
fraud  in  legislative  divorces,  L  690-692. 
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I^EGISLATIVE  DIVORCES, —  confmtierf. 

divorce  by  the  legislatare  wliile  a  cause  is  pending  in  court,  L  €91, 

692. 
limit  to  the  legislative  power,  i.  608-696. 
consequence  of  a  legislative  divorce,  i.  693. 
legislative  power  over  voidable  marriage,  i.  694. 
separation,  from  bed  and  board,  i.  695. 

whether  the  legislature  can  authorize  judicial  divorces  iar   caoMs 
which  have  already  transpired,  i.  696-699. 

•  effect,  on  principle,  of  statutes  embracing  antecedent  causes,  L  696. 
conflicting  decisions,  i.  697,  698. 

view  taken  by  the  Tennessee  court,  L  699. 
LEGISLATIVE  MARRIAGES, 

matrimony  not  compelled,  i.  657. 

legislation  removes  disabilities  and  cures  imperfections,  i.  657,  658. 

whetiier  these  marriages  constitutional,  i.  658,  659. 
LEGITIMACY,       (See  Illegitimate  Children.) 

proof  of  marriage  in  cases  of,  i.  443,  &c. 

presumptions  of  law  as  to,  i.  447-449. 

remaining  questions  respecting  the  proof  of,  L  546-549. 

of  children,  as  affected  by  the  age  of  the  husband,  L  1521. 

•  settled  on  decree  of  divorce,  ii.  559. 
bom  after  divorce  h  mensd,  ii.  740. 

LETTERS, 

marriage  by  interchange  of,  i.  280-232. 
LEVITICAL  DEGREES, 

how  binding  as  to  marriage,  i.  108,  109,  318. 
LEX  LOCI  DOMICILII, 

governs  in  questions  of  divorce,  iL  141. 
LIBEL, 

the,  what  it  is,  ii.  216. 
general  view  of  the,  ii.  323-325. 
what  particular  allegations  it  should  contain,  ii.  326-344. 
LIMITATION,    (See  Lapse  of  Time  and  Inbincebitt.) 
delay  to  bring  suit  for  impotence,  ii.  582. 

as  showing  connivance,  ii.  23, 103,  342. 
condonation,  iL  44,  103-306. 
LOCALITY, 
in  which  divorce  and  nuUity  suits  are  to  be  maintained^  iL  c.  7-13 ;  namely, 
same  general  views,  ii.  c.  7 ;  namely, 

object  of  this  series  of  chapters,  ii.  113,  115. 

distinction  between  a  court's  taking  jurisdiction  and  the  jariadiction 
being  admitted  in  other  countri^  ii.  113-115, 132, 138. 
concerning  the  law  of  domicile  ii.  c.  8.    (See  Dohicil.) 
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LOCALITY,  —  continued. 
wif(^8  dondcU  foUouiing  hushancTs  in  divorce  and  nullity  causes^  ii.  c.  9. 

(See  DoMiccL.) 
the  general  doctrine  as  to  the  locality  of  the  suit  to  dissolve  the  marriage,  ii. 
c.  10 ;  namely, 
the  matter  is  to  be  discussed  as  depending  on  general  principles,  ii. 
182, 188. 
*  courts  obey  sovereign  will,  K.  132-184. 
effect  of  technical  impediments  to  jurisdiction,  ii.  185,  186. 
gOTernments  determine  the  status  of  their  own  subjects,  iL  187, 188. 
how,  the  status  of  foreigners,  ii.  189. 
principles  applicable  to  the  marriage  status,  ii.  140. 
courts  of  the  domicil  have  exclusive  jurisdiction,  ii.  141. 
argument  of  Mr.  Burge,  ii.  141,  note, 
tendency  of  the  English  and  Scotch  law,  ii.  142. 
Mr.  Eraser's  views,  and  observations  thereon,  iL  142,  note. 
specific  propositions^  ii.  c.  IL;  namely, 

the  several  matters  supposed  to  influence  the  question  of  the  locality 

of  the  jurisdiction,  to  be  discussed,  iL  148. 
no  jurisdiction  in  a  country  where  neither  party  has  a  domicil,  ii. 
144-164. 
,  temporary  presence  makes  no  difference,  iL  144.  ^ 

distinction  relating  to  this  proposition,  ii.  145. 
how  the  doctrine  has  been  expressed,  ii.  146. 
other  analogies  of  the  law,  iL  147. 
doctrine  of  the  Scotch  courts,  ii.  148-150. 
how  when  the  foreign  and  domestic  laws  are  the  same,  iL  151. 
the  Scotch  doctrine  on  principle,  ii.  152,  158. 
how  where  parties  lose  their  domicil  during  the  pendency  of  a  suit, 
iL  154.  . 
jurisdiction  where  one  party  only  is  domiciled,  iL  155-170. 
domicil  of  one  party  sufficient  and  why,  iL  156, 157, 161-168. 
why  question  could  not  arise  in  England,  ii.  158. 
adverse  opinion  in  North  Carolina,  ii.  159. 
doctrine  in  Maine,  and  generally,  ii.  160, 161. 
Rhode  Island  and  Alabama  cases,  iL  162, 168. 
defendant's  right  to  citation,  iL  164, 168. . 
identity  of  husband  and  wife,  iL  165. 
one  pursued  in  his  own  domicil,  iL  I66. 

further  reasons  why  only  one  party  need  be  domiciled,  iL  167, 168. 
the  doctrine  applies  only  to  the  status,  ii.  169, 170. 
place  where  offence  committed  immaterisi,  ii.  171. 
donucil  at  time  of  offence  immaterial,  ii.  172-179. 
otherwise  in  New  Hampshire,  Pennsylvania,  and  Louisiana,  ii.  172. 
history  and  reason  of  this  latter  doctrine,  iL  178-175. 
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LOCALITY,  —  contin%»ed. 

limitB  of  the  doetrine  in  New  HampBhire,  n.  174. 
doctrine  is  not  elsewhere  received,  ii.  1 76. 
now  changed  by  statote  in  Fennflylvania,  iL  177. 
reasons  against  this  doctrine,  ii.  178, 179. 
place  where  the  marriage  was  celebrated  immaterial«  li.  180*198. 
BO  in  England  as  to  diTorces  h  mensoj  n.  180. 

donbtfid,  h  vinculo,  iL  181.    • 
80  in  Scotland,  iL  181. 

conflict  between  the  laws  of  England  and  ScotlaBd.  iL  181—187. 
Lolley's  case,  ii.  181. 
McCarthy  o.  Decaiz,  iL  ISS. 

Conway  v.  Beazley,  ii.  188.  ^        ^ 

ToTey  0.  Lindsay,  ii.  184.     * 
Warrender  o.  Warrender,  ii.  185. 
oenseqaences  of  thb  conflict,  ii.  186, 187. 
reasons  for  the  doctrine  of  ^  loci  conlractiMf  iL  188, 189. 

against  it,  iL  190-196, 198. 
the  English  view  of  perpetual  allegiance,  iL  181, 197. 
doctrine  of  the  2er  lod  coniraetut  never  xeceiYed  in  Ifae  United 
States,  ii  198. 
obligation  of  contracts,  —  constitational  prorisioo  coneeniiBg,  does  not 
apply  to  diyorce,  ii.  199. 
'08  to  the  divorce  from  bed  and  board  and  the  decree  for  aUmonjfy  iL  c  12 ; 
namely, 
distinction  between  these,  and  dissolutions  of  marriage,  iL  SOO,  201. 
how  fiirihe  principles  discoseed  in  the  last  ehapter  apply  he^e,  iL  201. 
effect  of  a  foreign  decree  of  this  sort,  iL  202,  208,  205,  206. 
how  setded  as  between  the  States,  iL  208. 
foreign  adjudication  as  to  the  custody  of  a  child,  ii.  204. 
locality  of  the  suit  for  nullity,  ii.  207.  • 

the  Juriedietion  under  partietdar  stoftites,  iL  c.  18 ;  nan^y, 
suggestions  as  to  their  interpretation,  &c.  iL  208. 
residence  in  the  State  required,  IL  209. 

reridence  bona  fide — construction  of  Tennessee  aet,  iL  209,  210. 
construction  of  the  Iowa  statute,  iL  211. 
cause  subsequent  to  remoYal  into  the  State,  iL  212. 
the  Rhode  Island  statute,  iL  218. 

Massachusetts  statute  against  going  into  another  Stata  to  obtain  a 
diyorce,  ii.  214. 
LOCUS  DEUCTI, 

immaterial  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  iL  171. 
LUCID  INTERVAL, 

marriage  celebrated  in,  yalid,  L  180. 
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LUCID  INTERVAL,— cofiftntiecE. 

proof  oC;  ii.  568,  564. 

effect  of  cohabitation  daring,  i.  139,  141. 
LUNACY.  (See  Wakt  or  Mental  Cafagitt.) 

M.  . 

MAINTAIN,  REFUSING  TO, 

a  ground  of  divorce,  i.  817-821. 
MALFORMATION.       (See  Impotence.) 
MALICIOUS, 

meaning  of,  as  applied  to  desertion,  i.  775,  note ;  iL  88. 
MARRIAGE,    (See  Consent-^  Consent  of  Pabentb  ^  Lboislative 

Marriages — Matrimonial  Common  Law — Matri- 
monial Statutory  Law  —  Prior  Marriage,  &c. 
&c.) 
proof  of,  in  divjorce  causes,  ii.  26S-276. 
how  to  be  aUeged,  iL  880-882. 
general  view  of  the  law  of,  i.  c.  1 ;  namely, 
*  general  agreement  of  mankind  as  to^  L  L 
differences  in  particalars,  i.  2. 
definition  of  marriage,  i.  8. 
marriage  a  status,  not  a  contract,  i.  8-5. 
reasons  for  this  doctrine,  L  6*18. 
collateral  contracts  may  attend  the  statos,  L  14, 15. 
importance  of  this  distinctwn,  L  18. 
there  is  a  contract  of  marriage,  and  what,  i.  19. 
the  law  should  make  persons  married  who  intend  marriage,  L  20. 
wrongful  solemnization  of  i.  841-847. 

(See  Solemnization  or  Marriage.    « 
evidence  of  i.  c.  28-29. 
(See  FoRE^  Law — Presumptions  —  Records  or  Marriage 
—  Fact  or  Marriage — Illicit  Cohabitation — Foreign 
Marriage  —  an^  Analytical  Index,  i.  c.  29.) 
MARRIED  WOMEN, 

how  bring  and  defend  divorce  soits,  iL  802,  804. 
MATRIMONIAL  COMMON  LAW, 
general  view  of  they  of  this  country ,  L  c  4 ;  namely, 
the  English  ecclesiastical  law,  i.  66  et  seq. 
colonists  take  with  them  the  common  law,  L  67. 
which  embraces  all  laws,  i.  68. 
but  not  the  courts  of  the  mother  country,^.  69.  * 
illustrations  —  limited  equity  jurisdiction,  &c.,  L  70. 
in  United  States  no  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction  except  by  statute,  L  71. 
but  decisions  of  ecclesiastical  courts  furnish  the  rules  of  law,  i  71-77. 
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MATRIMONIAL  COMMON  h AW, -^contmuetL 

yet  otherwise  as  to  the  practice  of  the  comt,  L  78—86. 

practice  of  different  courts  differs,  L  79. 

general  rules  of  court  conaidered,  i.  80  et  aaq. 

history  of  such  rules  in  England,  i.  81. 

how  of  rules  of  court  in  Scotland,  i.  82. 

same,  in  the  United  States,  i.  83,  84. 

distinction  between  the  law  and  the  pracliGe,  L  85. 

concltt^on  as  to  force,  of  ecclesiaatical  law  in  our  praetioe,  i  86. 
MATRIMONIAL  STATUTORY  LAW, 
general  new  oftKe^  of  the  United  States,  L  e.  5 ;  nameljr, 

marriage  and  diTorce  an  afiliir  of  the  States,  nor  United  States^  i  ^^- 

United  States  auiborizes  consuls  abroad  to  cdebrafe  tnaztiage,  I  S& 

difficulties  in  interpreting  our  nuAriage  statutes,  L  89. 

some  rules  of  interpretation  stated,  i.  90. 

Mass.  Gen.  Stats.,  c.  107,  §  1  &  2,  L  91. 

how  interpreted,  L  91-96,  97. 

statute  making  a  yoid  marriage  null  only  fioih  Hie  tune  it  is  so  de- 
cLired,  L  98-95. 

statute  authorizing  divorce  from  a  voidable  marriage,  L  96. 

proyision  as  to  legitimacy  of  children,  i.  97. 

whether  statute  to  be  applied  to  offences  already  oomibfttod,  L  9S- 
104. 
MISTAKE,  (See  Error.) 

adultery  committed  under,  i.  710. 
MOTHER, 

her  rights  and  duties  at  common  law,  ii.  527-629. 

right  to  custody  of  children,  ii.  629  et  seq. 

(See  Childrkn.) 


NECESSARIES, 

the  law  as  to  —  what  are,  &c.,  i.  552-557, 568  et  seq.,  578  et  seq^  61^ 

628. 
whether  counsel  fees,  &c.,  to  the  wife  are,  114888^891. 
furnished  the  wife  during  the  pendency  of  divorce  suit,  recoFers&fei 

ii.  401. 
when  husband  liable  for  wife's,  during  pendency  of  divorce  soi^  ^ 

401,426. 
whether  fJEtther  liable  for  children's,  ii.  627,  528. 
NE  EXEAT, 

writ  of,  to  secure  alimony,  ii.  504-508. 
NEGLECT,       (See  CbNNivANCE  —  Lapse  of  Time.) 
of  duty,  as  ground  of  divorce,  L  815,  816. 
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NEGROES, 

incapacitj  of,  to  many  whites,  i.  808. 
free,  incapacity  of,  &&,  to  marry  slaves,  L  309. 
incompetent  to  contract,  cannot  manry,  L  810. 
NEW  TRIALS, 

in  divorce  caoses,  n,  257-260. 
NEXT  FRIEND, 

when  necessary  in  divorce  scots,  iL  302-808. 
NOTICE, 

to  parties  in  divorce  suits,  tL  811-315. 
NULLITY  OF  MARRIAGE,    (See  Impbdiments.) 
the  various  grounds  of,  discussed,  i  124-400. 

[NoTB.    The  reader  will  consult  the  several  files.] 
NULLITY  SUIT,  (See  Diyobcb  Suit.) 

alimony  not  granted  on  decree  of.  u.  376. 

whether  temporary  on  suit  for  nullity,  iL  402, 403. 
effect  of  the  sentence  in,  ii.  690-696. 
thef  general  view  off  iL  c.  16 ;  namely, 

nature  and  necessity  of  this  suit,  ii.  289. 
'  suit  of  jactitation,  iL  290,  759. 
courts  can  take  jurisdiction  only  by  statute,  iL  291. 
except  equity  over  void  marriages,  &c.,  iL  291,  292. 
statutory  authority  to  divorce  at  discretion  givea  jurisdiction,  iL  293. 
suits  of  nullity  governed  by  same  rules  as  suits  for  divoree,  ii.  294. 
form  of  libel  for  nullity,  ii.  769. 

• 

O. 

♦ 

OATH  OF  CALUMNY.     (See  Calumnt.) 
OPINIONS  OF  WITNESSES, 

whether  adultery  was  conmiitted,  ii.  285,  286. 

inspectors',  in  cases  of  impotence,  iL  598. 

P. 
•PARAMOUR, 

as  a  witness  to  prove  adultery,  iL  642. 
PARENJ  AND  CHILD.    (See  CmLDEXs.) 
PARENTS, 

consent  to  marriage  of  minors,  L  293-295. 

consent  of,  whether  must  be  proved  in  proof  of  marriage,  L  451.. 
PARKER,  ARCHBISHOP, 

table  of  prohibited  degrees,  L  318  and  note. 
PARLIAMENT, 

grants  divorces  for  adultery,  L  661,  662.    . 

these  divorces  clearly  vaEd,  L  664. 
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PARTIES, 

who  may  be,  in  divorce  and  nallitj  suits,  ii.  296-dOl. 
American  statutes,  &c.,  ii.  296. 
ecclesiastical  practice,  ii.  297. 
in  the  nullity  suit,  ii.  298. 
third  persons  as  parties,  v.  297-801. 
incapacity  of  one  or  both  parties,  ii.  302-808. 
how  married  women  sue  and  defend,  ii.  802,  804. 
minora,  how  sue  and  defend,  iL  808,  804. 

insane  persons  as  parties,  and  how  bring  and  defend  aaitB,  iL  905- 
808. 
intervention  of  third  p^nsons  as  parties,  ii.  809,  810.  * 
bringing  a^arty  into  court  by  notice,  ii.  811-815. 
in  suits  for  nullity  generally,  L  110;  iL  294. 
in  cases  of  fraud,  i.  149,  214,  294,  800. 
unsound  mind,  iL  565,  566. 
want  of  age,  L  150. 
polygamy,  L  800. 
impotence,  ii.  580, 581.  < 
public,  a  party  in  matrimonial  suits,  iL  230,  284. 
PEACE  AND  HARMONY, 

inability  to  live  in,  as  ground  of  divorce,  iL  685. 
PER  VERBA  DE  FUTURO  CUM  COPULA, 

in  marrii^e,  L  258-265. 
PER  VERBA  DE  PRffiSENTI, 

in  marriage,  L  24^-252. 
PLEA, 

what  it  is,  in  the  ecclesiastical  practice,  iL  216. 
PLEADING,    [See  the  titles  which  indicate  the  various  causes  of  di- 
vorce.] • 
general  view  of  the,  in  court,  iL  c.  18  ;  namely, 

this  chapter  discusses  only  the  matten  which  aro  dommoii  to  all  the 

causes  of  divorce,  iL  822. 
libel,  how  iar  the  ecclesiastical  practice  as  to,  is  applicid>le,  iL  82S- 

825. 
what  the  libel  should  contain,  iL  826-844. 
joinder  of  different  offences,  ii.  826,  827.  ^ 

the  prayer,  ii.  828. 
nmst  set  forth  cause,  iL  829. 
how,  where  it  does  not,  ii.  829. 
the  date,  8cc.,  iL  829. 
allegation  of  the  marriage,  iL  880-882. 
condonation,  connivance,  recrimination,  8tc.,  how  pleaded,  ii.  838- 

842.  *  ^ 

plaintiff's  good  qualities,  iL  848. 
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PLEADING,  —  continued. 

residence  of  plaintafiT,  ii.  844.  . 
the  pleadings  subsequent  to  the  libel,  ii.  S45-849. 
in  some  courts^  not  much  regarded,  iL  345. 
defendant  must  answer  libel,  ii.  846. 
what  the  answer  should  contain,  ii.  847-349. 
PLENARY  PROCEEDING, 

what  it  is,  iL  216. 
POLICY, 

of  the  law  of  divorce,  i,  81-47. 
POLYGAMY, 

Vhat,  and  considered  as  an  indictable  offence,  i.  296-298. 
proof  of  marriage  in  indictments  for,  L  422,  &c. 
meaning  of  term,  i.  296. 
marriage  yoid  for,  i.  299. 
either  party  may  plead  the  nullity,  i.  800. 
effect  of,  in  the  civil  law  and  in  Louisiana,  &c.,  i.  801-308. 
PRECONTRACT, 

an  impediment  to  marriage,  i.  112,  272. 
PREGNANCY, 

concealing,  how  effects  validity  of  marriage,  i.  180-191. 
PRESENTS, 

as  tending  to  show  adultery,  ii,  680. 
PRESUMPTIONS, 
of  law f  as  to  marriage  and  legitimacy,  i.  c.  24 ;  namely, 

proof  of  marriage  artificial,  lasting  mucb  in  legal  presumptions,  i. 

482. 
the  four  leading  presumptions  stated,  i.  488  et  seq. 
the  presumption  of  innocence,  i.  484-449. 
much  of  the  proof  of  marriage  rests  on  this  presumption,  L  484. 
therefore  parties  cohabiting,  presumed  to  be  married,  i.  484. 
this  presumption  universal  in  the  law,  i.  486. 
this  not  a  conclusive  presumption,  i.  486. 
applications  of  the  presumption  in  marriage,  L  487-446. 
*  in  legitimacy,  L  447,  448. 

distinction  between  marriage  and  legitimacy,  L  44^. 
official  persons  presumed  to  have  done  their  duty,  i.  450,  '451. 
therefore  no  need  to  show  a  publication  of  banns,  &0.,  L  450,  451. 
how,  as  to  consent  of  parents,  L' 451. 
the  presumption  of  life,  i.  452-456. 
whether,  where  there  are  two  succesmve  marriages,  a  party  to  the 
first  shall  be  presumed  dead  at  the  time  the  second  is  solemnized, 
i.452--456. 
the  universal  presumption  Which  always  leans  to  marriage,  L  457- 
459. 
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PRIOR  MARRIAGE, 
undiisolvedj  an  mpedment  to  marriage,  dwnuted,  L  c  15  ;  namelj* 

distihction  betweoD  the  norcb  bigamj'  and  polygamjr,  L  S96. 

pdygamy  as  an  indictable  offence,  L  297,  398. 

effect  on  the  marriage,  L  299. 

polygamons  marriages  void,  not  vddable,  L  299,  SOO. 

consequences  to  third  persons,  L  801. 

statutory  and  ciril  law  provisions  mitigating  the  coiiiincm4air  nik,  L 
a02,  803.  • 
PROCESS,  (See  Citatiok.) 

principles  relating  to  the  service  cl,  in  matrimonial  camefly  iL  28T, 
311-815. 

cannot  mn  into  a  fi)reign  State,  iL  157, 160. 
PROHIBITION, 

its  origin  and  natore,  L  50, 106, 109. 
PROOF.  (See  EviPENCB.) 

PROVIDE, 

refusal  to,  for  the  irife,  a  ground  of  divorce,  L  817. 
and  desertion,  ground  for  diroroe,  i.  819. 
PUBERTY, 

age  of,  is  -die 'age  of  consent  to  many,  L  144, 145. 
PUBLIC, 

a  party  to  matrimonial  suits^  ii.  230,  234. 

how  interested,  iL  234, 237. 

K 
RACE, 

impediments  of,  to  marriage,  L  308  et  seq. 
RAVISHMENT, 

aduhery  oommitted  under,  i  710. 
RANK  AND  HABITS  OF  LIFE, 

their  effect  in  proof  of  adultery,  IL  631.  ^ 

cruelfy,  L  741,  742. 
REASON.  (See  Waut  of  Mental  Capaoitt.) 

RECONCILIATION.       (See  CoNDOKATioir.) 
RECORDS  OF  MARRIAGE, 
certi/loate$,  jrc,  as  etidende  ofiMtniagi,  L  c  25 ;  namely, 

record  not' presumption,  but  fact,  L  460. 

principles  on  which  this  evidence  proceeds,  L  461. 

what  is  a  suffident  record,  L  463-469* 

under  what  law  it  nrast  be  kept,  ib. 

what  a  soffioient  certificate  of  the  record,  L  470. 

concerning  a  simple  certificate  of  marriage,  L  471-473. 

concerning  fofreign  records  of  marriage,  L  474-473. 

proof  ancillary  to  the  record,  L  479-481. 
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RECRIMINATION, 

cormdered  as  a  Bar  to  divorce^  ii.  c.  5 ;  nameljc, 
differences  of  opinion  respecting,  ii.  74. 
principles  on  which  it  rests,  ii.  75. 
what  it  is  —  it  bars  suit  for  diyorce,  ii.  76. 
definition,  &c.,  ii.  78. 

differences  as  to  the  policy  of  this  law,  ii  79. 
the  English  doctrine,  ii.  80-82. 
how  in  the  United  States,  ii.  80,  83. 

whether  cruelty  will  bar  a  suit  for  separation  on  the  ground  of  adul- 
tery, ii.  84-89. 
not  decided  In  England  previous  to  the  settlement  of  this  country, 

il  84-86. 
doctrine  of -the  canon  law,  ii.  84,  87  and  note, 
reasons  of  present  English  doctrine,  ii.  85,  86. 
rests  on  unsound  reasoning,  ii.  87. 
limits  of  the  doctrine  of  recrimination,  ii.  88. 
adultery  may  be  proved  by  less  evidence  in  recrimination  than  as  an 

original  ground,  iL  89.  «        • 

whether  cruelty  or  any  offence  for  which  a  separation  only  is  allow- 
able will  bar  adultery  suit,  &c.,  for  divorce  a  vinculOf  ii.  90-92. 
difference  in  respect  to  the  two  kinds  of  divorce,  ii.  90. 
practice  of  the  English  Parliament,  &c,  ii.  91.  . 
an  Illinois  case,  iL  92.  • 

how  when  each  offence  is  cause  of  divorce  h  vinculo^  ii.  98-96. 
both  parties  primd  Jjficie  entiUed  to  divorce,  ii  98. 
various  decisions,  ii.  94. 
doctrine  in  Missouri  and  Pennsylvania,  ii.  95. 
Louisiana,  ii.  96. 
when  the  recriminatoxy  offence  has  been  condoned,  ii.  97-100. 
Lord  Stowell's  view,'  ii.  97. 
Dr.  Lushington's  view,  ii.  98. 
New  York  and  New  Hampshire  views,  ii.  99. 
doctrine  on  principle,  iL  100. 
distinction  between  the  law  and  evidence  in  recrin^nation,  ii.  101. 
if  plaintiff  shows,  the  bar  fatal,  ii.  102. 
a  doctrine  analogous  to,  in  cruelty,  i.  764-768. 

in  desertion,  i.  795^05. 
^  how  pleaded,  ii.  388-342. 

REFORMATlbN, 

its  effect  on  opinions  respecting  divorce,  L  25,  26,  80,  661. 
REFUSING  TO  MAINTAIN, 

as  ground  of  divorce,  L  81 7-821. 
REPUTATION, 

effect  of,  in  proof  of  marriage,  L  266,  540. 
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BESirrunoN  of  conjugal  bights, 

origin  of  the  suit  for,  L  39. 

iuitiireoftheBiiit,L  771,  77!,  778,804,806. 
BETEOgPECTIVE  LAWS, 

w&etLer  l^islattTe  ipecMl  diwrce  nets  are-  vtsd  tu  being  reteoapae- 
tiTe,  L  670-679. 

whether  &  general  statate-  can  antborue  a  jadldal  divotve  fw  fiwta 
already  transptred,  i.  696-699. 

rule*  of  conatmction of  Huch  statute,!.  98-103. 
BGVIEW,  (See  New  Tbul.) 

of  a  matrimoiiial  Kotence,  u.  74S-758. 
EXILES  OP  CO0ET, 

general,  view  of  the  law  (rf;  L  80-86. 


SECRECY, 

agreement  <d,  its  effect  on  die  marriage,  i.  2SS,  488,  6S9. 
SENTENCE,    (See    Dsobek  —  CoiroionxiicBs  —  Coxviotion     Aifs 
Smktenox.) 
the,  Ut  tffeet  and  ttabiiti/,  ii.  c.  43 ;  namely, 
rendition  of,  iL  748-747. 
Englidi  decree  niii,  ii.  743. 
may  be  racated  during  the  term,  ii.  744. 
what  the  sentence  mtirt  conbun,  ii.  74fi,  746. 
diTorce  sentences  aadmilated  to  others,  ii.  747. 
stability  and  efTect  of  the  sentence,  iL  148  et  seq. 
right  of  courts  to  diatorb  their  own  matrimonial  sentence,  iL  748-753. 

how  in  the  ecclesiastical  coaits,  iL  748,  749. 
whether  Applies  to  other  tribonob  and  oAer  kindt  of  dlvmce,  tL  749. 
American  statutes,  iL  749. 

c«Dmon  law,  iL  7U,  7fi3. 

how  courts  may  vacate  their  own  frandolent  jndgmenta,  iL  75S. 
effect  of  an  nndistnrbed  sentence,  ii.  754-766. 

conclnnve  on  all  penons  and  tribunals,  if  free  from  Aand,  u.  754. 

TBMon  of  the  rule,  iL  7se. 

,appUes  to  sttangers  as  well  as  parties  and  priries,  iL  T66. 

whether  Innds  tlie  king,  w  goremment,  ii.  767-709. 

peculiarities  of  the  jactitation  suit,  ii  769. 

A-and  Tiliates  the  jndgpent,  u.  760,  761.  ,  • 

who  may  set  up  the  fraud,  iL  760,  761. 

what  &ct8  are  a  sufficient  frand,  ii.  763-764. 

fraud  on  the  law  of  tlw  domicil,  iL  76S. 

sentence  obtained  on  false  testimony,  fte.  iL  764. 

what  judgments  come  within  the  principlea  of  this  chapter,  ii.  765. 

effect  of  judgment  of  dianiseal,  iL  76S. 
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SEPARATION  DEEDS.    (See  Abticlbs  or  Skpabatiok^Sepaba* 

Tioars.) 
SEPABATIONS, 
resUng  in  parole  considered^  i.  c.  81 ;  namely,  • 

duty  of  married  parties  to  dwell  together,  i.  650. 
abaence  of  husband  on  business,  &c.  i.  551,  559  et  seq. 
the  law  respecting  necessaries,  L  55d~557. 

hnsband's  right  to  control  the  provision  for  the  fiunilTS  i«  ^^^9  S^O,  619. 
presumed  agency  of  the  wife,  i.  556,  557,  561-567,  573,  618  et  seq. 
effect  of  a  lawful  temporary  abaence,  i.  559-567« 

separation  through  husband's  fault,  L  568-572. 
husband  must  furnish  necessaries,  i.  568-572. 
what  will  justify  the  separation,  8k;.  L  569-571. 
separation  tlutmgh  wife's  fitult,  i.  578-577. 
when  husband  liable  for  .necessaries,  i.  578. 
lialriltty  ceases  on  her  committing  adultery,  L  574, 575, 
wife  marrying  believing  her  husband  dead,.!.  576. 
'^^here  husband  reoeives  back  hu  wife,  i,  577.    . 
separations  by  mutual  consent,  L  576-580. 

general  doctrines  applicable  to  the  varioos  kinds  of  separations  in 
parol,  L  581-629. 
general  law  of  husband  and  wife  still  binds,  i  581,  582,  686.     . 
absent  party  being  presnlned  dead,  i.  588. 
custom  of  London  in  South  Carolina,  i.  584. 
how,  in  Pennsylvania,  L  585. 
deed,  &C.,  by  wife  in 'husband's  absence,  i.  586. 
civil  death  of  the  husband,  L  587,  588. 
no.civil  death  in  United  States,  i.  589. 
effect  of  absence  of  the  husband  on  the  wife's  right  to  sue  and  be 

sued,  i.  589-612. 
further  discussion  of  the  wife's  presumed  agency  in  her  husband's 

absence,  i.  618-616. 
credit  given  in  hct  to  the  wife,  L  617. 
husband  seeing  the  goods  on  wife,  i.  618. 
when  holden  though  he  provides  for  wife  in  a  paKticnlar  w^,  L  61 9. 
the  burden  of  proof  in  suiti  for  necessaries,  i.  620. 
money  furnish^  wife  to  buy  necessaries  —  recoverable  in  equi^, 

i.  621,  622. 
suit  by  a  town  for  necessaries  furnished  wife,  i  623. 
wife  as  witness  in  suit  for  necessaries,  i.  624. 
husband's  action  fer  enticing  away  wife,  L  625. 
wife  going  away  and  living  in  adultery,  effeet  on  dower,  L  626-629. 
under  articles  of  separaiiany  L  o.  82 ;  namely, 
limits  of  the  disconion,  L  680. 
the  doctrine  as  it  rests  in  principle,  L  681*4{88«    < 
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SEPARATIONS,  ^  continued. 

88  held  in  England,  i.  634-638. 
as  received  in  the  seTeral  United  States,  639-65^. 
SETTLEMENT,    (See  Abticlbs  of  Separatiok.) 

upon  wife,  how  affected  by  divorce  a  vinctdoy  IL  717. 
how  annaity,  ii.  748. 

how  agreement  for  settlement,  ii.  719  et  seq. 
effect  of  divorce  h  mensd,  ii.  741. 
SETTLEMENT  CASES, 

proof  of  marriage  in,  i.  448,  &c 
SHAKERS, 

*    joining  the,  as  ground  of  divorce,  L  780,  822. 
SLANDER, 

proof  of  marriage  in  actions  for,  i.  443,  &c. 
SLAVERY, 
general  view  of,  as  an  impediment  to  marriage^  L  c.  10 ;  namely, 
what  the  general  American  law  of  slavery,  i.  154. 
capacity  of  slaves  to  many  in  New  York  and  Massachnsetdf  i.  155. 
incapacity  in  the  southern  slave  States,  i.  166. 
why  incapable,  i.  156, 157. 

effect  of  emancipation  on  slave  marriages,  L  158-168. 
SODOMITICAL  PRACTICES, 

as  ground  of  divorce,  i.  789 ;  ii.  640. 
SOLICITOR,  (See  Attorney  —  Costs.)    * 

of  wife,  cannot  prevent  her  dismisang  suit  though  his  fees  are  unpaid, 
ii.  285. 
SOLEMNIZATION  OF  MARRIAGE, 
wrongful^  general  view  of  the  law  of,  i.  c.  20;  namely, 

penal  consequences  of  wrongfully  solemnizing  valid  marriage,  L  841. 
statutory  consequences  to  the  solemnizer,  i.  842-845. 
failure  of  the  solemnizer  to  transmit  the  fact  for  record,  L  346. 
refusal  to  solemnize  marriage,  i.  847. 
whether  and  when  there  must  he  a  formal,  and  what — genetal  discussion  of 
the  subject,  i.  c.  18 ;  namely, 
consent  alone  sufficient  by  the  ancient  canon  law,  L  269. 
whether  sufficient  at  common  law,  i.  270-282. 
the  question  stated,  i.  270. 
why  the  question  is  opened  to  doubt,  i.  271. 
points  agreed,  i.  272. 

disputed,  i.  273. 
settled  for  (Gotland,  L  274. 

England,  by  statute,  i.  275. 
English  view  of  the  common  law,  i.  275-278.  • 

American  view  of  the  common  law,  i.  279-281. 
effect  and  inteipretation  of  statutes  regulating,  L  288-291. 
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SOLEMNIZATION  OF  MARRIAGE,  — con/tnti«(f. 

to  change  common  law,  mast  contain  express  clause  of  nullily,  i.  283. 
illustrations  of  the  role,  i.  284  et  seq. 

no  form  of  words  necessary  to  marriage,  i.  288,  289. 

some  particular  statutes  considered,  i,  290  -292. 

publication  of  banns,  i.  292. 
SPITTING  IN  THE  FACE, 

as  an  act  of  cruelty,  L  748. 
STAINS, 

on  defendant's  linen,  as  showing  adultery,  il.  684. 
STATUS,  (See  Contract.) 

marriage  n  a,  not  contract,  L  3  et  seq. 

(See  Mabriage.) 

how  questions  of,  determined,  ii.  137-140. 
STATUTES, 

regulating  marriage,  how  construed,  i.  283-291. 

whether  construed  as  retrospectiye,  L  98-108. 

effect  o^  authorizing  diyorce  for  past  offences,  t5.  and  696-699. 

rules  for  interpreting,  i.  90  et  seq.  • 

upon  the  eyidence  of  miuriage,  considered,  i.  543,  544. 

why,  of  diyorce,  in  sister  States,  not  giyen  in  this  work,  L  7D1. 
STATUTORY  LAW.    (See  Matrimonial  Statutory  Law.) 
STERILITT,  (See  Impotence.) 

not  alone  sufficient  for  diyorce,  L  325-328. 

SUIT  PENDING, 

whether  it  may  be  shown  in  abatement  of  a  second  suit,  ii.  820,  321. 
SUMMARY  PROCEEDING, 

what  it  is,  ii.  216. 
SUPPLICAVJT, 

whether  alimony  decreed  upon,  ii.  352  and  note. 

T. 

TERM  PROBATORY, 

what,  in  the  ecclesiastical  practice,  iL  221,  222. 
TESTIMONY,  (See  Eyidkncb  ^  Witnbbs.) 

how  taken,  in  the  ecclesiastical  practice,  iL  221. 
THREATS, 

of  yiolence,  as  cruelty,  L  729,  730. 
TIME.  (See  Lafsb  or  Timb.) 

TRENT,  COTJNCIL  OF, 

neyer  reeeiyed  in  England,  i.  269. 

nor  Louisiana,  i.  279. 
TRIENNIAL  COHABITATION, 

in  proof  of  impotence,  iL  585-589. 
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U. 

UNNATURAL  PRACTICES, 

as  ground  for  divorce,  i.  739 ;  ii.  640. 
UNSOUND  MIND,     (See  Insane  Persons  —  Want  of  Mentai.  Ca- 

l?ACITY.) 

meaniDg  of  the  expression,  i.  126.  * 

V. 

VENEREAL  l5lSEASE, 

as  showing  adultery,  i.  735 ;  ii.  642. 

attempt,  having  it,  to  force  the  wife  to  bed,  as  crueltVy  L  735. 
VERDICT,  (See  New  Trial  —  Sentence.) 

at  common  law,  as  evidence  in  divorce  suits,  ii.  26,  27. 

in  action  of  crim.  con,,  effect  of,  in  proof  of  adultery,  ii.  19,  20. 

in  indictments,  effect  of,  ii.  638-640. 
in  proof  of  cruelty,  ii.  639,  note. 
VOID  AND  VOIDABLE, 
general  views  respecting  the  distinction  of,  in  marriage,  i.  c  6  ;  namelj, 

definition,  &c.,  i.  105. 

history  and  nature  of  the  distinction,  i.  106-111. 

what  marriages  voidable  at  common  law,  i.  112,  113. 

marriages  voidable  by  statute,  i.  114. 

marriages  reckoned  as  void,  in  a  sense  voidable,  i.  115. 

effect  of  marriage  voidable,  i.  116-118. 

English  and  American  statutes,  i.  119, 120. 

American  common  law,  i.  120  and  note. 

consequences  of  the  sentence  of  nullity,  ii.  690-696. 

whether  the  legislature  can  dissolve,  by  special  act,  a  voidable 
riage,  i.  694. 

W. 
WANT  OP  AGE, 
general  view  of  this  impediment  to  mai^riage,  i.  c.  9;  namely, 
mere  minority  no  disqualification  to  marry,  i.  143. 
immaturity  of  body  and  mind  disqualifies,  L  143,  144. 
can  marry  at  fourteen  and  twelve,  the  age  of  puberty,  i.  144. 
complaint  of  this  rule  as  fixing  the  age  too  young,  L  145. 
construction  of  statutes  as  to  this  rule,  L  145. 
canon  and  Scotch  laws,  L  146. 
under  seven,  cannot  marry  at  all,  L  148. 
marriages  between  seven,  and  twelve  and  fourteen,  i.  148. 
how  these  marriages  confirmed  or  annulled,  L  148-150. 
wife  must  be  nine  years  old  to  have  dower,  i.  151. 
legitimacy  of  the  children,  L  152. 
whether  this  marriage  void  or  voidable,  i.  158. 
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WANT  OF  MENTAL  CAPACITY, 

effect  o^  adultery  committed  daring  insanity,  i.  712. 
general  view  of  the  law  of  this  impediment  to  marriage^  L  c.  8;  namely, 
a  branch  of  the  doctrine  of  consent,  i.  124, 125,  131. 
this  marriage  once  thought  valid,  i.  125. 
^  difficulty  of  the  subject,  i.  126. 
different  tests  of  insanity,  i.  126. 
the  test  as  applied  to  marriage,  i.  127-129. 
commission  of  lunacy,  its  effect,  i.  130;  ii.  566-569. 
a  lucid  interval,  i.  130. 

intoxication,  i.  131,  132 ;  ii.  563  and  note.         i 
deaf  and  dumb,  i.  188. 

combination  of  insanity  and  fraud,  i.  134,  135. 
whethef  this  marriage  is  void  or  voidable,  i.  136-138. 
effect  of  cohabitation  in  a  lucid  interval,  i.  139-142. . 
general  view  of  the  procedure,  ii.  c.  33 ;  namely, 
,  *       the  pleading,  &c.,  ii.  562. 

by  whom  suit  brought,  ii.  565. 
*  bbrden  of  proof  of  insanity,  ii.  563. 

proof  of  lucid  interval,  ii.  563,  564. 

insanity  generally,  ii.  565-569. 
effect  of  a  commission  of  lunacy  as  evidence,  ii.  566-569. 
WASTE, 

by  husband  in  wife's  lands,  ii.  521. 
WASTING  THE  ESTATE, 

as  a  ground  of  divorce,  i.  814. 
WIFE,  (See  Husband.) 

restoration  to,  of  her  property  on  divorce,  ii.  520-524. 

how  bring  or  defend  a  divorce  suit,  ii.  302,  304. 

need  not  be  so  prompt  as  husband  in  bringing  suit,  ii.  23, 51, 52, 103, 

581, 582. 
power  over  suit  for  divorce,  ii.  235. 
as  witness  to  adultery  committed  .with  her  husband,  ii.  643. 
when  husband  may  confine,  i.  735,  755-757. 
must  obey  husband,  i.  754. 
whether  husband  may  .chastise,  i.  754. 
must  conform  to  husband's  habits  and  tastes,  i.  758. 
may  be  deposed  from  management  of  household,  i.  759. 
must  occupy  same  bed  with  husband,  i.  760. 
reinvested,  on  divorce,  with  her  former  estate,  ii.  520,  521. 
witness,  after  divorce  h  mnctdo^  for  husband,  ii.  723. 
whether  sue^and  be  sued  after  divorce  h  mensd,  ii.  736-738. 
whether  may  have  domicii  separate  from  husband,  iL  124-131. 
WIFE'S  SISTER, 

marriage  with,  i.  316,  319. 
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